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amendment (Rept. No. 1383). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and
Currency. H. R. 5594. A bill to amend the
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended
(59 Stat. 526, 866; 61 Stat. 130), to vest in the
Export-Import Bank of Washington the
power to guarantee United States invest-
ments abroad; with an amendment (Rept.
No. 1384). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and
Currency. H. R. 6316. A bill to amend the
National Housing Act, as amended; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1385). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr, CLEMENTE:

H.R.6336. A Dbill to provide temporary
amendment to the civil service retirement
law due to emergency existing at the present
time; to the Committee on Fost Office and
Civil SBervice.

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM:

H.R.6337. A bill to amend the Railroad
Retirement Act of 1937, as amended, so as to
provide full annuities, at compensation of
half salary or wages based on the five highest
years of earnings, for individuals who have
completed 30 years of service or have at-
tained the age of 60; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. FLOOD:

H.R. 6338, A bill relating to education or
training of veterans under title II of the
Bervicemen’s Readjustment Act, as amended;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. McKINNON:

4. R. 6339, A bill to authorize a survey to
determine the feasibility and advisability of
constructing a multipurpose tunnel through
the Laguna Mountains in S8an Diego County,
Calif.; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. O'SULLIVAN:

H. R. 6340. A bill authorizing the Secretary
of Agriculture to sell and transfer for a nomi-
nal consideration to the University of
Nebraska College of Agriculture, four aged
mares now kept at the Fort Robinson Re-
.mount Station at Fort Robinson, Dawes
County, Nebr., which mares the Government
contemplates destroying soon; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. HARDIE SCOTT:

H.R.6341. A bill relating to education or
training of veterans under title II of the
Servicemen's Readjustment Act, as amended;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.6342. A bill to amend the Bocial Se-
curity Act to provide unemployment benefits
for individuals who have been employees of
the United States, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DOUGHTON:

H, R. 6343, A bill relating to customs dutles
on articles coming into the United States
from the Virgin Islands; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. SMATHERS:

H.R.6347. A bill dividing the State of
Florida into three judicial districts, defining
the territory embraced in each, and fixing the
time of holding terms of court therein; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LATHAM:

H. Con. Res. 138. Concurrent resolution
protesting against religious Intolerance by
certain countries in eastern Europe and call-
ing upon the General Assembly of the United
Nations to immediately consider the resolu-
tion adopted by it on April 30, 1949, dealing
with the question of the violation of human
rights and fundamental freedoms in Hun-
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gary, Bulgaria, and Rumania; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.
By Mr. CLEMENTE:

H. Con. Res. 139. Concurrent resolution

‘protesting agalnst religious Intolerance by

certain countries in eastern Europe and call-
ing upon the General Assembly of the United

‘Nations to immediately consider the resolu-

tion adopted by it on April 30, 1949, dealing
with the question of the violation of human

rights and fundamental freedoms In Hun-

gary, Bulgaria, and Rumania; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs,
By Mr. QUINN:

H. Con. Res. 140. Concurrent resolution
protesting against religious intolerance by
certain countries in eastern Europe and call-
ing upon the General Assembly of the United
Nations to immediately consider the resolu-

‘tion adopted by it on April 30, 1949, dealing

with the question of the violation of human
rights and fundamental freedoms in Hun-
gary, Bulgaria, and Rumania; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.
By Mr. LATHAM:

- H. Con. Res. 141. Concurrent resolution
protesting against religious intolerance by
certain countries in eastern Europe and eall-
ing upon the United Nations Committee on
Human Rights to act promptly in procuring
an explanation from the countries mentioned

‘as to existing conditions; to the Committee

on Foreign Affairs.
By Mr. CLEMENTE:
H. Con. Res. 142, Concurrent resolutions
protesting against religious intolerance by

‘certain countries in eastern Europe and call-

ing upon the United Nations Committee on
Human Rights to act promptly in procuring
an explanation from the countries mentioned
as to existing conditions; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. QUINN:

H. Con. Res. 143. Concurrent resolution
protesting against religious intolerance by
certain countries in eastern Europe and call-
ing upon the United Nations Committee on
Human Rights to act promptly in procuring
an explanation from the countries men-
tloned as to existing conditions; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BLACKNEY:

H. Res, 378. Resolution for the relief of
Allie Louise Hall; to the Committee on House
Administration.

By Mr. BUCHANAN:

H. Res. 379. Resolution authorizing the
expenses of the investigation and study to
be conducted by the Select Committee on
Lobbying Activities; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts:

H. Res. 380. Resolution to provide funds
for the expenses of the investigation and
study authorized by House Resolution 874;
to the Committee on House Administration,

By Mr. CLEMENTE:

H. Res. 381. Resolution commending the
services of Mrs. Mathilda Burling, founder
and president of the Gold Star Mothers of
World Wars, Inc.; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PRIVATE EBILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr, KING:

H. R. 6344, A bill for the relief of Mrs. Wil-
llam ¥. Imanaka; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. LIND:

H.R. 6345. A bill for the rellef of Mrs. Ray-
mond Schaffer, Jr., and Barbara Ann Schaffer;
to the Commttse on the Judiclary.

By Mr. PEREINS:

H.R. 6348. A bill for the relief of Anna
Maria Dominifanni; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

14073

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk
and referred as follows:

1526. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Petition
of Polish American Labor Council, Inc., Chi-
cago, I1l., urging the Congress to call a joint
sessfon to take cognizance of the result of
Tehran, Yalta, and Potsdam agreements,
instrumental in bringing Poland and her
neighbors under the yoke of communism and
creating so much fear and ever-increasing
anxiety throughout the world of yet another
war, and to submit a concrete plan to the
UNO for the purpose of forcing Russia back
to her prewar boundaries, thereby liberat-
ing all nations suffering under the Russian
yoke; and to withdraw recognition of the
Warsaw puppet government, a government
actually antagonistic to the best interests of
Poland and an enemy of the United States
and all other freedom-loving nations; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

SENATE

FRIDAY, OCTOBER 7, 1949

(Legislative day of Saturday, September
3, 1949)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on
the expgiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

O God our Father, as we rejoice in the
gift of another day, may its hours be
made luminous by Thy presence, who
art the light of all our seeing. In every-
thing we are called to face may we do
and be our best and so be worthy of our
high calling.

Deliver us from all malice and con-
tempt lest we hurt others and sour our
own souls. May the lure of expediency
never bend our conscience to low ends
which betray high principles. Hear
Thou our prayer as out of the depths we
cry, asking for wisdom and strength as
we bow at the altar stairs which slope
through darkness up to Thee. We ask it
in the dear Redeemer’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. WHrrRrRY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
Ocfober 6, 1949, was dispensed with.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. SPARKMAN, Mr.
Frear, Mr, BrICKER, and Mr. FLANDERS
were granted leave of absence for the re-
mainder of the session.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Chapman Ecton
Anderson Chavez Ferguson
Baldwin Fulbright
Bridges Cordon George
Butler Donnell Graham
Byrd Douglas Green
Cain Downey Gurney
Capehart Eastland Hayden

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION .

GPO



14074

Hendrickson  Long O'Mahoney
Hickenlooper Lucas Pepper
Hill McCarthy Robertson
Hoey McClellan Russell
Holland McFarland Saltonstall
Humphrey McKellar Schoeppel
Hunt McMahon Smith, Malne
Ives Magnuson Stennis
Johnson, Colo. Malone Taylor
Johnson, Tex. Martin Thomas, Okla
Johnston, 8. C. Maybank Thomas, Utah
Eefauver Miller Thye
Eem Millikin Watkins
Kerr Morse Wherry
Kilgore Mundt, Wiley
Knowland Murray ‘Williams
Langer Myers Young
Leahy Neely
Lodge O’'Conor

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the

Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]

is absent because of a death in his family.
The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GIL-

LETTE] is absent because of illness,

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Frear], the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SparkmaN], the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. McCarran]l, and the Senator
from Maryland [Mr, TypIincs] are absent
by leave of the Senate on official business.

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr,
WirHers] is absent on public business.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that

the Senator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER],
the Senator from New York [Mr.
Duries], the Senator from Kansas [Mr,
Reep]l, and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VANDENBERG] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
NERr] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER],
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLaN-
pERS], and the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. SmrTH] are absent on official busi-
ness with leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TarFT]
and the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Toeey] are necessarily absent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE
SESSION

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by unani-
mous consent, the Committee on the Ju-
diciary and the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs were authorized to sit
during the session of the Senate today.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting a
nomination was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILLS BIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the Speaker
had affixed his signature to the follow-
ing enrolled bills, and they were signed
by the Vice President:

5. 627. An act for the rellef of Leon Moore;

8.2116. An act to provide for the advance
planning of non-Federal public works;

H.R.195. An act to nmssist States in col-
lecting sales and use taxes on cigarettes;

H.R.3191. An act to amend the act ap-
proved September 7, 1916 (ch. 458, 39 Btat.
742), entitled “An act to provide compensa-
tion for employees of the United States suf-
fering injuries while in the performance of
their duties, and for other purposes,” as
amended, by extending coverage to civilian

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

officers of the United States and by making
benefits more realistic in terms of present
wage rates, and for other purposes;

H.R.3734, An act making appropriations
for civil functions administered by the De-
partment of the Army for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1950, and for other purposes;

H.R.4708. An act to amend the United
Nations Participation Act of 1945; and

H.R.5300. An act making appropriations
to supply deficlencles in certain appropria=-
tlons for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950,
and for other purposes.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma,; from the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry:

B. Res. 172. Resolution expressing the sense
of the Senate as favoring the development
of a special alrcraft for agricultural purposes
and related equipment to be undertaken by
the Civil Aeronautics Administration and
the Department of Agriculture; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1135).

By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments:

H. J. Res. 340. Joint resolution to clarify
the status of the Archite¢t of the Capitol
under the Federal Property and Administra-
tive Services Act of 1949; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1136).

By Mr. HUNT, from the Committee on the
District of Columbia:

5.2205. A bill to authorize the Commis-
sloners of the District of Columbia to enter
into contract for the removal of sludge; with
amendments (Rept. No. 1137);

8. 2365. A bill to provide for placing under
the Classification Act of 1923, as amended,
certain positions in the municipal govern-
ment of the District of Columbia; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1138);

H. R.4059. A bill to clarify exemption from
taxation of cetrtain property of the National
Soclety of the Sons of the American Revolu-
tlon; without amendment (Rept. No. 1139);

H. J. Res. 302. Joint resolution to amend
the act of June 30, 1949, which increased the
compensation of certain employees of the
District of Columbia, so as to clarify the
provisions relating to retired policemen and
firemen; without amendment (Rept. No.
1140); and

H. J. Res. 337. Joint resolution extending
the time for payment of the sums authorized
for the rellef of the owners of certain prop-
erties abutting Eastern Avenue in the Dis-
trict of Columbia; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1141).

By Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations: .

8. J. Res. 128. Joint resolution to author-
ize the President to lend to the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Na-
tlons funds for the construction and fur-
nishing of a permanent headquarters, and
for related purposes; with amendments
(Rept. No. 1142).

By Mr. CHAVEZ, from the Committee on
Public Works:

H.R. 5472. A bill authorizing the construc-
tion, repair, and preservation of certain pub-
lic works on rivers and harbors for navi-
gation, flood control, and for other purposes;
with amendments (Rept. No. 1143).

REPORTS ON DISFOSITION OF EXECU-
TIVE PAPERS

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina,
from the Joint Select Committee on the
Disposition of Executive Papers, to which
were referred for examination and rec-
ommendation two lists of records trans-
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mitted to the Senate by the Archivist of
the United States that appeared to have
no permanent value or historical inter-
est, submitted reports thereon pursuant
to law.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, October 7, 1949, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

S.627. An act for the rellief of Leon Moore;
and

8. 2116. An act to provide for the advance
planning of non-Federal public works.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the President of
the United States submitting the nom-
ination of James Bruce, of Maryland, to
be Director of Foreign Military Assist-
ance, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

EILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. LODGE:

5.2648. A bill for the relief of Carlo Fava;

to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BALDWIN:

B.2649. A bill to make awards of death
compensation and death pension payable by
the Veterans’ Administration effective as of
the date of death of the veteran; to the
Committee on Finance.

By Mr. BUTLER (for himself and Mr.
BYRD) :

B.2650. A bill to reduce the amount of
obligations, issued under the Second Liberty
Bond Act, which may be outstanding at any
one time; to the Committee on Finance.

(Mr. HUMPHREY introduced Senate bill
2661, for refund of customs duties to the
Preparatory Commission for the Interna-
tional Refugee Organization, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary,
and appears under a separate heading.)

By Mr. MYERS:

8.26562. A bill for the relief of Paul L.

Barrett; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BUTLER:

B.2653. A bill to increase certaln pension
rates under laws administered by the Vet-
erans’ Administration; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. PEPPER:

8.2654. A bill to exempt Government in-
surance dividends from taxation and the
claims of creditors; to the Committee on
Finance.

REFUND OF CUSTOMS DUTIES TO FRE-
PARATORY COMMISSION FOR INTERNA-
TIONAL REFUGEE ORGANIZATION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference a bill
providing for refund of customs duties to
the Preparatory Commission for the In-
ternational Refugee Organization, and I
ask unanimous consent that an explana-
tory statement by me of the bill may be
printed in the REcorb.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred,
and, without objection, the explanatory
statement will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (8. 2651) for refund of customs
duties to the Preparatory Commission for
the International Refugee Organization,
introduced by Mr. HUMPHREY, was read
twice by its title and referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
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The explanatory statement presented
by Mr. HUMPHREY is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUMPHREY WITH IN-
TRODUCTION OF BILL FOR THE INTERNATIONAL
REFUGEE ORGANIZATION

The bill will restore to the International
Refugee Organization $120,000 paid by that
international organization to the United
States as customs duties on property brought
into this country in accordance with an In-
ternational agreement which this country
signed, to provide funds for the rehabilita-
tion and resettlement of Nazi vietims.

On January 14, 1946, article 8 of part I of
the Final Act of the Paris Conference on
Reparations became effective. It recognized
the fact that large numbers of persons suf-
fered heavily at the hands of the Nazis and
stood in dire need of ald to promote their re-
habilitation and resettlement. As a result a
share of German reparations consisting of
all the nonmonetary gold found in Germany
by the Allied armed forces was allocated for
the rehabilitation and resettlement of these
noniepatriable victims of totalitarlanism.
The appropriate agency of the United Nations
was designated to administer this portion of
the reparations.

Under the terms of this agreement, the
Governments of the United States, France,
the United Kingdom, Czechoslovakia, and
Yugoslavia were directed to work out a plan
for the administration of the property. Ac-
cordingly, on June 14, 1946, title to this non-
monetary gold passed to the United Natlons
and this body was directed to take the neces-
sary steps to liquidate it as soon as possible,
duz consideration belng given to securing the
highest possible realizable value so that the
rehabllitation and resettlement of refugees
could be facilitated.

The nonmonetary gold in question con-
sisted of personal property such as jewelry,
rugs, unmounted precious and semiprecious
stones, silver watches, family glassware, cam-
eras, and the like, which had been seized by
the Nazis from their victims, most of whom
perished in concentration camps. All of this
property was unidentifiable either to previous
ownership or national origin. The United
States Army had been charged with the gath-
ering and custody of this property, and made
every effort to identify the lawful owners of
that property. But where this could not be
done the property was turned over to the
International Refugee Organlzation.

In accordance with the terms of this agree-
ment the International Refugee Organization
brought to the United States for liquidation
portions of this nonmonetary gold which
could not be disposed of advantageously else-
where. A committee of outstanding busi-
nessmen and public servants served without
compensation and advised and supervised the
sale of the property in the United States in
a manner which would not adversely affect
the economy of this country, and at the same
tima would provide the maximum funds for
the relief of refugees.

This property has been disposed of in the
past year and a half. Since it was sold
through commercial channels, principally by
public auction sales, the custom laws of the
United States required the payment of cus-
tom duties based upon the appraisal of the
customs officials totaling $120,000.

The United States Government played a
leading role in the Paris Conference on Rep-
arations in 1945 and at the Five Power Con-
ference in June of 1946 in assisting these vic-
tims of the war who had no government rep-
resenting them receiving reparations from
Germany. The United States Government
played a leading role in all of the negotiations
and decisions which were made. It is clear
that it is was not the intent of the United
States to profit from this transaction, for to
do so would detract from the rehabilitation
and resettlement of deserving victims of to-
talitarian persecution.
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The bill is & companion to H. R. 5863 in-
troduced Iin the House by Congressman
CELLER, is designed to restore to the Inter-
national Refugee Organization the funds in-
tended for its use.

The text of the bill 1s as follows:

“Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of
the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to the Preparatory
Commission for the International Refugee
Organization the sum of $120,000, pald by
the Preparatory Commission for the Inter-
national Refugee Organization to the United
States as duties on property brought into the
United States for sale to provide funds for
the rehabilitation and resettlement of vic-
tims of German action pursuant to the
agreement entered into on June 14, 1046,
by the Government of the United States
with the Governments of the United King-
dom, France, Czechoslovakia, and Yugo-
slavia.”

AMENDMENT OF EXPORT-IMPORT BANK
ACT RELATING TO INVESTMENTS
ABROAD

Mr. SALTONSTALL submitted an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (S. 2197) to amend the Export-Im-
port Bank Act of 1945, as amended (59
Stat. 526, 666; 61 Stat. 130), to vest in the
Export-Import Bank of Washington the
power to guarantee United States in-
vestments abroad, which was ordered to
lie on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT OF DISPLACED PERSONS
ACT—AMENDMENTS

Mr. HUMPHREY submitted amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him to
the bill (H. R. 4567) to amend the Dis-
placed Persons Act of 1948, which were
referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary and ordered to be printed.

AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL ADJUST-
MENT ACT OF 1938—AMENDMENTS

Mr. AIKEN (for Mr. Tart) submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by Mr. TarT to the bill (H. R. 5345) to
amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, and for other pur-
poses, which was ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

Mr, FULBRIGHT submitted amend-
ments intended to be proposed by him to
House bill 5345, supra, which were or-
dered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. HUNT submitted an amendment,
Mr. BUTLER submitted an amendment,
and Mr. WILLTAMS submitted amend-
ments intended to be proposed by them,
respectively, to House bill 5345, supra,
which were ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

Mr. MALONE submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to
the bili (H. R. 5345) to amend the Agri-
culfural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, and for other purposes, which
was ordered to lie on the table, to be
printed, and to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

At the end of the bill add the following
new section:

“Section 22 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act, as added by section 31 of the act of
August 24, 1935 (49 Stat. 773), and reen-
acted by section 8 of the Agricultural Act
of 1948 (Public Law 879, 80th Cong.) is here-
by amended to read as folloWws:

“‘SErc. 22. (a) Whenever the average whole-
sale price of any farm commodity or product
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thereof is less than the parity price of such
commodity or product, there shall be levied,
assessed, collected, and pald, on such com-
modity or product when imported from any
foreign country into the United States or
into any of its Territories or possessions, an
import tax or fee equal to the difference be-
tween the landed cost of such imported com-
modity or product and the parity price
thereof.

“‘The term “average wholesale price” for
the purpose of this section shall, as of any
date, mean the average wholesale price used
by the Bureau of Labor in computing the
wholesale price commodity index (1926=
100) current on such date.

“‘“The term parity price, in the case of a
farm commodity, shall mean the parity price
as determined under the Agricultural Ad-
Justment Act of 1938, as amended, and, in
the case of a product of such a commodity,
a price which reflects the parity price of the
commodity." "

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma submitted
an amendment intended to be proposed
by him to House bill 5345, supra, which
was ordered to lie on the table, to be
printed, and to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

On page 26, at the end of the line 5, strike
out the period, insert a semicolon, and the
following: “Provided, That the Secretary of
Agriculture is authorized within his discre-
tion to make available, under rules and
regulations to be made and announced, any
of such surplus commodities to the Coop-
erative for American Remittances to Europe,
Inc. (CARE), for relief in Europe and Asia;
And provided further, That upon application
of the Munitions Board or any other Federal
agency for any part of the accumulated sup-
plies on hand at any time for use in making
payment for commodities not produced in
the United States, the Secretary of Agri-
culture may approve such application or ap-
plications and thereafter make such com-
modities available on such terms, rules, and
regulations as may be deemed in the public
interest.”

ANTIMONOPOLY LEGISLATION—STATE-
MENT BY SENATOR KILGORE

[Mr. NEELY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp a statement by
Benator K1LGore regarding the need for addi-
tional antimonopoly legislation, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.|

PURCHASE OF CANADIAN WHEAT BY
GREAT BRITAIN WITH ECA MONEY—
LETTER FROM SENATOR BUTLER TO
ADMINISTRATOR HOFFMAN
[Mr. BUTLER asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the Recorp a letter writ-

ten by him, dated September 30, 1949, to

Paul Hoffman, Administrator of the ECA, on

the subject of the purchase of Canadian

wheat by Great Britain with ECA money,
which appears in the Appendix.]

LEIF ERIKSON—TRIBUTE BY SENATOR
WILEY
[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp a statement pre-
pared by him in tribute to Leif Erikson and
the Viking spirit, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

MARY T. SCHIEE—STATEMENT BY SEN-
ATOR McCARTHY AND EDITORIAL COM-
MENT
[Mr. McCARTHY asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the REecorp a statement

by him regarding the case of Mary T. Schiek,
together with an editorial from the Wheeling

(W. Va.) Intelligencer, and a letter from Sen-

ator McCarTHY to the editor of the Intelli=

gencer, which appear in the Appendix.]
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A SOUND BALANCED ECONOMY—ADDRESS
BY WALTER HARNISCHFEGER

[Mr. McCARTHY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an address on
a program to establish a sound balanced
economy in this country, delivered by Wal-
ter Harnischfeger, before the Council of State
Chambers of Commerce, Columbus, Ohlo,
September 9, 1949, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

NOMINATION OF LELAND OLDS—ARTICLE
BY MARQUIS CHILDS
[Mr. CHAVEZ asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an article entitled
“Mr. Olds’ Views,” by Marquis Childs, pub-
lished in the Washington Post for October T,
1949, which appears in the Appendix.]

NOMINATION OF LELAND OLDS—EDITO-
RIAL FROM THE EL PASO HERALD-
POST

|Mr. CHAVEZ asked and obtalned leave to
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en-
titled “FPC Appointment,” published in the
El Paso Herald-Post for October 4, 1949,
which appears in the Appendix.]

THE FORGOTTEN WORD—ARTICLE BY
HENRY B. BRYANS

[Mr. MARTIN asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an article entitled
*“The Forgotten Word,” written by Henry B.
Bryans, and published in the Union League
Bulletin of Philadelphia, Pa., for October
1949, which appears in the Appendix.]

HIS PENNSYLVANIA RIFLE MADE EOONE
PRIZE SHOT—ARTICLE BY CAPT. JOHN
M. CUMMINGS

[Mr. MARTIN asked and obtalned leave to
have printed.in the Recorp an article entitled
“His Pennsylvania Rifle Made Boone Prize
Shot,” written by Capt. John M. Cummings,
and published in the Philadelphia Inguirer
of Friday, October 7, 1949, which appears in
the Appendix.]

THE ROMAN ROAD TO RUIN—ADDRESS
BY GEORGE E. STRINGFELLOW

[Mr. KEM asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the Recorp an address entlitled
“The Roman Road to Ruin,” delivered by
Mr. George E. Stringfellow, of West Orange,
N. J., before the Kiwanis Club of Washington,
D. C., on October 6, 1949, which appears In
the Appendix.]
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USE OF ECA FUNDS FOR CANADIAN
WHEAT—ARTICLE BY HENRY 8.
FRENCH

[Mr. KEM asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the Recorp an article entitled
“Fumble by United States Department of
Agriculture,” written by Henry S. French,
and published in the Kansas City Star of
October 5, 1949, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

LETTER FROM MAYOR D'ALESANDRO TO
PAUL RCBESON

[Mr. O'CONOR asked and obtalned leave to
have printed in the Recorp a letter dated
September 27, 1949, addressed by Mayor
Thomas D'Alesandro, Jr., of Baltimore, to
Paul Robeson, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

A DEFENSE OF LELAND OLDS

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial
entitled “Lobby Target” from the Washing-
ton Post of September 29, 1949, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.]

LOYAL EMPLOYEES

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtalned leave
to have printed in the Recorn an editorial
entitled “Loyal Employees,” from the Wash-
ington Post of October 1, 1949, which appears
in the Appendix.]

FORCE AND VIOLENCE

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial
entitled "“Force and Viclence"” from the Wash-
ington Post of October 1, 1949, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.]

DISPLACED PERSONS

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an editorlal
entitled “Displaced Persons,” from the Wash-

ington Post of October 1, 1949, which appears
in the Appendix.]

RECORD OF THE COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC
WORKS

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I sub-
mit for the information of the Senate a
brief résumé of the hills considered and
reported by the Senate Committee on
Public Works during this session of the
Eighty-first Congress.

Particularly I want to invite the at-
tention of the Senators to the fact that
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not a few of the bills are of major scope
and particular importance to the Sena-
tors and to the States. While the com-
mittee has not authorized any giant pub-
lic-works program for construction, nev-
ertheless the committee has given con-
siderable effort toward advancing of
planning of public works needed in the
States. Among these are:

First. Senate bill 714, This bill au-
thorizes for advance planning and site
acquisition of about 525 post offices and
Federal office buildings, at least one in
each congressional district. There are
about 4,000 eligible cities,

Second. Senate hill 8565. This bill au-
thorizes a program of public works in
Alaska, which is an important defense
area. It will be on a cost-sharing basis
with the territorial government or its
political subdivisions and cost about
$70,000,000.

Third. Senate bill 2116. This bill au-
thorizes $100,600,000 to be allocated pro-
portionately among the States for ad-
vance planning of public-works projects
in the States. This money is loans only
and must be repaid by the non-Federal
Government agency which uses the pro-
gram.

Fourth. Then, of course, there is the
omnibus river and harbor and flood-
control bill which will be reported within
a few hours. I am happy to say that the
Senate version of the bill amounts to $1,-
500,000,000, which is the smallest omni-
bus bill for such purposes in recent years
at least. But it is a good one, and will
carry 151 projects to completion or
through 3 years.

I should like the Senate to know that
the members of the Committee on Public
Works have been diligent and consid-
erate. I am really proud of the com-
mittee members who have served the
Senate so well in this session.

I ask unanimous consent that the
résumé be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the résumé
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Bill number

Title and purpose

Date approved (or comment) Publlignlaw

L E A B

H. R. 5366, e cooauanen

| e AR

B.J. Rea: 129 cneenens

To authorize an increase in the limit of cost of the General Accounting Office from
$22,850,000 to $25,400,000.

To authorize comprehensive planning, site acquisition, and major repair to Federal
buildings and translcrring ]u.ﬂsdictmn over ccrmlu lands. For major repairs, $30,-

000,000; for ad ing and sit jon, $40,000,000.

To extend the time for comrucncins and cump]chng the construction of a bridge across
the Ohio River in Illinois,

To authorize a program of public works in Alaska on a cost-sharing basis with the
Territorial government or its political subdivisions, Estimated cost, $70,000,000

To provide for a Commission on Renovation of the Execntive Mansion

To authorize reensctment of the act creating the City of Clinton Bridge Commission
for purposes of a bridge over the Mississippi between Clinton, Iowa, and Fulton, I11,

To provide for a method of financing the acquisition and construction by the city of
Duluth of certain bridges across the St. Lounis River.

To authorize $800,000 for construction of extension and improvement of post-office
facilities at Los Angeles.

To provide for the development, administration, and maintenance of the Buitland
Parkway in Maryland as an extension of the District of Columbia park system.

To authorize advance planning of public warks in the States by non-Federal agencies;
authorizes $100,000,000 in loans over 2-year period for costs of surveys and plans pre-
liminary to construction.

To authorize conveyance of land in Stoughton, Mass., to the Norfolk County Trust

0.

To authorize the Sceretary of the Army to buy pmperte: along the Muskingum River
in Morgan County, Ohio, for navigation purposes, £25,000,

To authorize the sale of 8 marine hospital at Louisville, Ky which is surplus, to the
city of Louisville,

'1‘% :-x%;:di "hﬁiﬂmﬁ for completing construction of a bridge across the Mississippi near

uis, Mo,

To pmvhlu_ for an extension of 1 year from June 30, 1950, for completion of certain con-
struction programs authorized in the Phiiippine Rehabilitation Act of 1946, Esti-
mated that 15 percent of work remains to be done under program.

To authorize the Commission on Renovation of the Executive Mansion to preserve or
dispose of material removed from the Mansion in renovation.

Oﬂn&u;gl%r and Harbor and Flood Control Act. . Estimated cost in Senate bill,

To authorize conveyance to the Temple Methodist Church of Ban Franciseo a portion
of a federally owned building if vacated by the Government within 10 years.

To prohibit parking on property used for postal purposes

Feb. 25, 1049. = 10
June 16, 1949,

105

Aug. 10, 1049
Aug. 24, 1940 264

Apr. 14, 1049 40
Aug, 10, 1049

Reported to Senate Sept. 29; pending on Calendar._
Aug, 17, 1649
do.

Passed Benate and House and awaits Presidential
approval,

Awaits approval....
Sept. 7, 1049,
Sept. B, 1049,
Sept 7, 1940

do.

Pending on Senate Calend

Authorized to be reported from Senate Committee
on Public Works Sept. 7, 1049.
Pending in Senate.
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BTABILIZATION OF PRICES OF AGRICUL-
TURAL COMMODITIES

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement of yester-
day, the agricultural bill is automatically
before the Senate. The Chair would
like to ask whether it is desired to take
up the Senate bill or the House bill, be-
cause the unanimous-consent agreement
applied to both.

Mr. LUCAS. I ask that the House bill
be considered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
Jection?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R.
5345) to amend the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, as amended, and
for other purposes, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry with an amendment
to strike out all after the enacting clause
and insert: '

That this act may be cited as the “Agricul-
tural Act of 1940.”

TITLE I—BASIC AGRICULTURAL COMMODITIES

Sec. 101, The Secretary of Agriculture
(hereinafter called the “Secretary” is author-
ized and directed to make available through
loans, purchases, or other operations, price
support to cooperators for any crop of any
basic agricultural commodity, If producers
have not disapproved marketing quotas for
such crop, at a level not in excess of 80 per-
cent of the parity price of the commodity nor
less than the level provided in subsections
(a), (b), and (c) as follows:

The level of

(a) For tobacco (except as support
otherwise provided here- shall be not

in), corn, wheat, and less than

rice, if the supply per- the follow-
centage as of the begin- ing percent-

ning of the marketing age of the

year Is: parity price

Not more than 102 - ccccme e ee 20

More than 102 but not more than 104. 89
More than 104 but not more than 106. 88
More than 106 but not more than 108. 87
More than 108 but not more than 110. 86
More than 110 but not more than 112. B85
More than 112 but not more than 114. 84
More than 114 but not more than 116. 83
More than 116 but not more than 118.
More than 118 but not more than 120 81
More than 120 but not more than 122 80
More than 122 but not more than 124. 79
More than 124 but not more than 126. 78
More than 126 but not more than 128.
More than 128 but not more than 130. 76
More than 130 75
(b) For cotton and peanuts, if

the supply percentage as

of the beginning of the

marketing year is:
Not more than 108 e
More than 108 but not more than 110_
More than 110 but not more than 112.
More than 112 but not more than 114_
More than 114 but not more than 116.
More than 116 but not more than 118_
More than 118 but not more than 120_
More than 120 but not more than 122.
More than 122 but not more than 124.
More than 127 but not more than 128.
More than 125 but not more than 126.
More than 126 but not more than 127.
More than 124 but not more than 125
More than 128 but not more than 129._
More than 129 but not more than 1380.
More than 130
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(¢) For tobacco, If marketing quotas are
in effect, the level of support shall be 90
percent of the parity price. -

(d) Notwithstanding the foregoing provi-
slons of this section—

(1) the level of support to cooperators shall
be 90 percent of the parity price for a crop
of any basic agricultural commodity for
which marketing quotas or acreage allot-
ments are in effect immediately following a
crop for which neither marketing quotas nor
acreage allotments were in effect;

(2) the level of price support to coopera-
tors for any crop of a baslc agricultural com-

modity, except todacco, for which marketing -

gquotas have been disapproved by producers
shall be 50 percent of the parity price of such
commodity; and no price support shall be
made avallable for any crop of tobacco for
which marketing quotas have been disap-
proved by producers;

(3) the level of price support for corn to
cooperators outside the commercial corn-
producing area shall be 76 percent of the
level of price support to cooperators in the
commercial corn-producing area;

(4) price support may be made available
to noncooperators at such levels, not in ex-
cess of the level of price support to coop-
erators, as the Secretary determines will
facilitate the eflective operation of the
program.

TITLE II—DESIGNATED NONBASIC AGRICULTURAL
COMMODITIES

Sec. 201. The Secretary is authorized and

directed to make available (without regard
to the provisions of title III) price support
to producers for wool, tung nuts, honey,
Irish potatoes, milk, and butterfat as fol-
lows:
(a) The price of wool shall be supported
through loans, purchases, or other operations
at such level, not in excess of 80 percent nor
less than 60 percent of the parity price
therefor, as the Secretary determines neces-
sary in order to encourage an annual produc-
tion of approximately 360,000,000 pounds of
shorn wool;

(b) The price of tung nuts, honey, and
early, intermediate, and late Irish potatoes,
respectively, shall be supported through
loans, purchases, or other operations at a
level not in excess of 80 percent nor less than
60 percent of the parity price therefor;

(c) The price of whole milk and butterfat,
respectively, shall be supported at such level
not in excess of 90 percent nor less than 75
percent of the parity price therefor as the
Becretary determines necessary in order to
assure an adequate supply. Such price sup-
port shall be provided through loans on, or
purchases of, the products of such com-
modities.

TITLE III—OTHER NONBASIC AGRICULTURAL
COMMODITIES

Sec. 301, The Secretary is authorized to
make available through loans, purchases, or
other operations price support to producers
for any nonbasic agricultural commodity not
designated in title IT at a level not in ex-
cess of 90 percent of the parity price for the
commodity.

Sec. 302. Without restricting price support
to those commodities for which a market-
ing quota or marketing agreement or order
program is in effect, price support shall, in-
sofar as feasible, be made available to pro-
ducers of any storable nonbasic agricultural
commodity for which such a program is in
effect and who are complying with such pro-
gram. The level of such support shall not be
in excess of 90 percent of the parity price of
such commodity nor less than the level pro-
vided in the following table;
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The 1level of

support shall

be not less
If the supply percentage than the fol-
as of the beginning
of the marketing year
is:
Not more than 102 oo
More than 102 but not more than 104
More than 104 but not more than 106-
More than 106 but not more than 108_
More than 108 but not more than 110
More than 110 but not more than 112,
More than 112 but not more than 114.
More than 114 but not more than 116.
More than 118 but not more than 118
More than 118 but not more*than 120.
More than 120 but not more than 122_
More than 122 but not more than 124.
More than 124 but not more than 126.
More than 126 but not more than 128_
More than 128 but not more than 130
More than 130

Provided, That the level of price support may
be less than the minimum level provided in
the foregoing table if the Secretary, after
examination of the availability of funds for
mandatory price-support programs and con-
sideration of the other factors specified in
section 401 (b), determines that such lower
level is desirable and proper.

Bec. 303. Should a price-support operation
be undertaken with respect to any poultry,
those chickens known as broilers shall also
be supported (1) at a percentage of the par-
ity price for broilers which is not less than
the percentage of parity at which the price
of such other poultry is supported, and (2)
in a manner which is not less favorable to
broiler producers than that in which the
price of such other poultry is supported.

Bec. 304. In determining the level of price
support for any nonbasic agricultural com-
modity under this title, particular consider-
ation shall be given to the levels at which the
prices of competing agricultural commodities
are being supported.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS

B8ec. 401, (a) The Secretary shall provide
the price support authorized or required
herein through the Commodity Credit Cor-
roration and other means available to him.

(b) Except as otherwise provided in this
act, the amounts, terms, and conditions of
price-support operations and the extent to
which such operations are carried out, shall
be determined or approved by the Secretary.
The following factors shall be taken into
consideration in determining, in the case of
any commodity for which price support is
discretionary, whether a price-support oper-
ation shall be undertaken and the level of
such support and, in the case of any com-
modity for which price support is mandatory,
the leve of support in excess of the minimum
level prescribcd for such commodity: (1)
the supply of the commodity in relation to
the demand therefor, (2) the price levels at
which other commodities are being supported
and, in the case of feed grains, the feed val-
ues of such grains ‘n relation to corn, (3) the
availability of funds, (4) the perishability of
the commodity, (5) the importance of the
commodity to agriculture and the national
economy, (6) the ability to dispose of stocks
acquired through a price-support operation,
(7) the need for offsetting temporary losses
of export markets, and (8) the ability and
willingness of producers to keep supplies in
line with demand,

(c) Compliance by the producer with acre-
age allotments, production goals, and market-
ing practices (including marketing quotas
when authorized by law), prescribed by the
Becretary, may be required as a condition of
eligibility for price support.

(d) The level of price support for any com-
modity shall be determined upon the basis
of its parity price as of the beginning of the
marketing year or season in the case of any
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commodity marketed on a marketing year
or season basis and as of January 1 in the
case of any other commodity.

Sec. 402, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this act, price support at a level in
excess of the maximum level of price sup-
port otherwise prescribed in this act may be
made avallable for any agricultural com-
modity if the Secretary determines, after a
public hearing of which reasonable notice
has been given, that price support at such
increased level is necessary in order to pre-
vent or alleviate a shortage in the supply
of any agricultural commodity essential to
the national welfare or in order to increase
or maintain the production of any agricul-
tural commogdity in the interest of national
security. The Secretary’s determination and
the record of the hearing shall be avallable
to the public,

Sec, 403. Appropriate adjustments may be
made in the support price for any commod-
ity for differences in grade, type, staple, qual-
ity, location, and other factors. Buch adjust-
ments shall, so far as practicable, be made
in such manner that the average support
price for such commodity will, on the basis of
the anticipated Incidence of such factors, be
equal to the level of support determined as
provided in this act. Middling seven-eighths
inch cotton shall be the standard grade for
purposes of parity and price support.

Sec. 404. The Becretary, in carrying out
‘programs under section 32 of Public Law No.
320, Seventy-fourth Congress, approved Au-
gust 24, 1935, as amended, and section 6 of
the National School Lunch Act, may utilize
the services and facilities of the Commodity
Credit Corporation (including but not limited
to procurement by contract), and make ad-
vance payments to it.

SEc. 405. No producer shall be personally
liable for any deficlency arising from the sale
of the collateral securing any loan made
under authority of this act unless such loan
was obtained through fraudulent representa-
tions by the producer. This provision shall
not, however, be construed to prevent the
Commeodity Credit Corporation or the Sec-
retary from requiring producers to assume
liability for deficiencies in the grade, quality,
or quantity of commodities stored on the
farm or delivered by them, for failure prop-
erly to care for and preserve commodities,
or for failure or refusal to deliver commodi-
ties in accordance with the requirements of
the progran.

BEc. 406. Nothing in this act shall prevent
the announcement of the level of price sup-
port for any agricultural commodity in ad-
vance of the beginning of the marketing year
or season—January 1 in the case of com-
modities not marketed on a marketing year
or season basis—If the level of price sup-
port so announced does not exceed the estl-
mated maximum level of price support speci-
fied in this act, based upon the latest infor-
mation and statistics available to the Secre-
tary when such level of price support is an-
nounced; and the level of price support so
announced shall not be reduced if the maxi-
mum level of price support when determined,
is less than the level so announced,

Sec. 407. The Commodity Credit Corpora-~
tion may sell any farm commodity owned
or controlled by it at any price not prohibited
by this section. It shall not sell any such
commodity at less than the current support
price for such commodity plus all costs and
expenses to the Corporation, including inter-
est, storage, insurance, and transportation
charges, as determined and approved by the
Secretary of Agriculture, except that this re-
striction shall not apply to (A) sales for new
or byproduct uses; (B) sales of peanuts and
oilseeds for the extraction of oil; (C) sales for
seed or feed if such sales will not substan-
tially impair any price-support program; (D)
sales of commodities which have substantially
deteriorated in quality or as to which there is
danger of loss or waste through deterioration
or spollage; (E) sales for the purpose of es-
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tablishing claims arising out of contract or
against persons who have committed fraud,
misrepresentation, or other wrongful acts
with respect to the commodity; (F) sales for
export; (G) sales of wool and mohair; and
(H) sales for other than primary uses.

Sec. 408. For the purposes of this act—

(a) A commodity shall be considered stor-
able upon determination by the Becretary
that, in normal trade practice, it is stored for
substantjal periods of time and that it can
be stored under the price-support program
without excessive loss through deterioration
or spoilage or without excessive cost for
storage for such periods as will permit its
disposition without substantial impairment

-of the effectiveness of the price-support

program.

(b) A “cooperator” with respect to any
basic agricultural commodity shall be a pro-
ducer on whose farm the acreage planted to
the commodity does not exceed the farm
acreage allotment for the commodity under
title III of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, or in the case of price
support for corn to a producer outside the
commerclal corn-producing area, a producer
who complies with conditions of eligibility
prescribed by the Secretary. For the pur-
pose of this subsection, a producer shall not
be deemed to have exceeded his farm acreage
allotment unless such producer knowingly
exceeded such allotment.

{c) A “basic agricultural commodity"” shall
mean corn, cotton, peanuts, rice, tobacco,
and wheat, respectively.

(d) A “nonbasic agricultural commodity”
shall mean any agricultural commodity other
than a basic agricultural commodity.

(e) The “supply percentage” as to any
commodity shall be the percentage which
the estimated total supply is of the normal
supply as determined by the Secretary from
the latest available statistics of the De-
partment of Agriculture as of the beginning
of the marketing year for the commodity.

(f) “Total supply” of any nonbasic agri-
cultural commodity for any marketing year
shall be the carry-over at the beginning of
such marketing year, plus the estimated pro-
duction of the commodity in the United
States during the calendar year in which
such marketing year begins and the esti-
mated imports of the commodity into the
United States during such marketing year,

(g) “Carry-over” of any nonbasic agricul-
tural commodity for any marketing year
shall be the quantity of the commodity on
hand in the United States at the beginning
of such marketing year, not including any
part of the crop or production of such com-
modity which was produced in the United
States during the calendar year then cur-
rent. The carry-over of any such commod-
ity may also include the guantity of such
commodity in processed form on hand in
the United States at the beginning of such
marketing year, if the Secretary determines
that the inclusion of such processed guan-
tity of the commodity is necessary to effec-
tuate the purposes of this act.

(h) “Normal supply” of any nonbasic agri-
cultural commeodity for any marketing year
shall be (1) the estimated domestic con-
sumption of the commodity for the market-
ing year for which such normal supply is
being determined, plus (2) the estimated ex-
ports of the commodity for such marketing
year, plus (3) an allowance for carry-over.
The allowance for carry-over shall be the
average carry-over of the commodity for
the five marketing years immediately pre-
ceding the marketing year in which such
normal supply is determined, adjusted for
surpluses or deficiencies caused by abnormal
conditions, changes in marketing conditions,
or the operation of any agricultural pro-
gram. In determining normal supply, the
Secretary shall make such adjustments for
current trends in consumption and for un-
usual conditions as he may deem necessary,
and shall exclude any @bnormal consump-

OCTOBER T -

tion or exports resulting from export or
diversion operations of the Department of
Agriculture or any of its agencles (other than
operations pursuant to an international
agreement ratified by the Senate) which re-
sult in losses to such Department or agencies.

(1) “Marketing year” for any nonbasic agri-
cultural commodity means any period
determined by the Secretary during which
substantially all of a crop or production of
such commodity is normally marketed by the
producers thereof.

() Any term defined in the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, shall have the same
meaning when used in this act.

SEC. 409. (a) Section 301 (&) (1) (B) of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1838, as
amended by the Agricultural Act of 1948 (de-
fining “adjusted base price”), is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following:
“As used in this subparagraph, the term
‘prices’ shall include wartime subsidy pay-
ments made to producers under programs
designed to maintain maximum prices estab-
lished under the Emergency Price Control
Act of 1942.”

(b) Section 301 (a) (1) (C) of such act, as
so amended (defining “parity index,” is
amended (1) by inserting after the word
“buy"” a comma and the following: “wages
pald hired farm labor,” and (2) by inserting
after “such prices” a comma and the word
"wages"'

(c) Section 301 (b) (10) (A) of such act,
as so amended (defining “normal supply"),
is amended (1) by striking out *7 percent in
the case of corn” and inserting in lieu there-
of “15 percent in the case of corn,” and (2)
by inserting before the period at the end of
the last sentence thereof a comma and the
following: “and shall exclude any abnormal
consumption or exports resulting from ex-
port or diversion operations of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture or any of its agencies
(other than operations pursuant to an inter-
national agreement ratified by the Senate)
which result in losses to such Department or

agencies.,”
(d) Bection 322 (a) of such act, as so
amended (relating to corn-marketing

quotas), is amended (1) by striking out “20
percent” and inserting in lieu thereof “10
percent,” and (2) by adding at the end
thereof the following: “With respect to the
1950 crop of corn the determination and
proclamation required by this section may
be made, notwithstanding the foregoing, at
any time prior to February 1, 1950, using 1949
as ‘such calendar year’ for the purposes of
(1) and (2) of the preceding sentence.”

(e) Section 328 of such act, as so amended
(relating to corn acreage allotments), Is
amended by striking out -“reserve supply
level” and inserting in leu thereof “normal
supply.”

Sec, 410. Section 4 of the act of March 8,
1938, as amended (15 U. 8. C., 1946 ed.,
713a—4), is amended by substituting a colon
for the period at the end of the next to the
last sentence thereof and adding the follow-
ing: “Provided, That this sentence shall not
limit the authority of the Corporation to
issue obligations for the purpose of carrying
out its annual budget programs submitted
to and approved by the Congress pursuant to
the Government Corporation Control Act
(31 U.S. C., 1946 ed., sec. 841) .”

Sec. 411, Section 32, as amended, of the
act entitled “An act to amend the Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act, and for other pur-
poses,” approved August 24, 1935 (U. 8. C,,
title 7, sec. 612¢), s amended by inserting
before the last sentence thereof the follow=-
ing: “The sums appropriated under this sec-
tion shall be devoted principally to perish-
able nonbasic agricultural commodities
(other than those designated in title II of
the Agricultural Act of 1949) and their
products.”

Sec. 412. The President shall appoint, by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen«
ate, one additional Assistant Secretary of
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Agriculture. It shall be the duty of such
Assistant Secretary, subject to the super-
vislon and direction of the Secretary, to plan
and carry out, through the appropriate agen-
cles of the Department of Agriculture and in
cooperation with private business, programs
for developing new uses and market outlets,
encouraging domestic sales and improved
merchandising through regular trade chan-
nels, encouraging exports and international
trade and exchanges, expanding consump-
tion and use, and diverting and otherwise
disposing of agricultural commodities and
products. Buch Assistant Secretary shall, ex
officio, be one of the directors of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation provided for by
law. Buch Assistant Secretary shall be com-
pensated at the same rate as the other As-
slstant Secretary of the Department of Agri-
culture, and shall perform such additional
functions as the Secretary may assign.

Sec. 413. Determinations made by the Sec-
retary under this act shall be final and con-
clusive: Provided, That the scope and nature
of such determinations shall not be incon-
sistent with the provisions of the Commodity
Credit Corporation Charter Act.

Brc. 414. This act shall fiot be effective with
respect to price-support operations for any
agricultural commodity for any marketing
year or season commencing prior to January
1, 1950, except to the extent that the Secre-
tary of Agriculture shall, without reducing
price support theretofore undertaken or an-
nounced, elect to apply the provisions of this
act.

Sec. 415. Section 302 of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, and any
provision of law in conflict with the provi-
sions of this act are hereby repealed.

Bec. 416. (a) Except to the extent super-
seded by Public Law 272, Eighty-first Con-
gress, sections 201 (b), 201 (d), 201 (e), 208,
204, 2086, 207, and 208 of the Agricultural Act
of 1948 shall be effective for the purpose of
taking any action with respect to the 1950
and subsequent crops upon the enactment of
this act. If the time within which any such
action is required to be taken shall have
elapsed prior to the enactment of this act,
such action shall be taken within 30 days
after the enactment of this act,

(b) No provision of the Agricultural Act
of 1948 shall be deemed to supersede any pro-
vision of Public Law 272, Eighty-first Con-

gress,

SEc. 417. In order to prevent waste of food
commodities acquired through price-sup-
port operations which are found to be in
imminent danger of loss through deteriora-
tion or spoilage, the Secretary of Agriculture
and the Commodity Credit Corporation are
directed to make such commodities available
at the point of storage at no cost, save han-
dling and transportation  osts incurred in
making delivery from the point of storage, to
school-lunch programs when approved by the
Secretary, and to the Bureau of Indian Affairs
and to Federal, State, and local public welfare
organizations for the assistance of needy In-
dians and other needy persons.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the distinguished ma-
jority leader if there is any fixed order
in which amendments are to be consid-
ered in connection with the farm bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
will state that there is one committee
amendment to the House bill, in the na-
ture of a complete substitute. It is sub-
ject to amendment as if it were the orig-
inal text. No amendment to the sub-
stitute is pending at the present time.

Mr. WHERRY. That is the reason I
asked the majority leader if it was his
intention to proceed with amendments
to the substitute, and if so, which
amendment might be brought up first.
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Mr. LUCAS. I have no way of know-
ing which one will be brought up first.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Whichever
Senator first addresses the Chair and
obtains recognition will, of course, be
entitled to offer an amendment.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr, President,
there are two things which I think we
may dispose of quickly. They are not
involved in controversy. I have sent to
the desk one amendment, which corrects
the amendment offered by the Senator

from South Carolina [Mr. MaYBANK] to

section 407. It is printed as an amend-
ment to Senate bill 25622. I might ex-
plain to Members of the Senate that it
leaves the first part of the amendment
to that section and the last part exactly
as they were, but substitutes different
language for certain language in the
amendment of the Senator from South
Carolina.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. MAYBANEK. The Senator from
New Mexico was to have considered in
conference the guestion of the nonap-
plicability of the amendment to perish-
able goods.

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes.

Mr. MAYBANK. In addition the dis-
tinguished Senator from New Mexico has
bettered the amendment by adding an
additional 5 percent. It meets with my
approval.

Mr. ANDERSON. I hope we may be
able to dispose of this amendment quick-
ly. The Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FurerigeT] has an amendment with
reference to rice, after which I know
the Senator from EKentucky [Mr. CHAP-
MmAN] intends to offer his amendment.

I now offer the amendment which I
send to the desk and ask to have stated.
It is printed as an amendment to Senate
hill 2522, but it would strike out the same
section in the House bill as it would in
the Senate bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-

ment offered by the Senator from New

Mexico will be stated.

The LecisLATIVE CLERK. On page 17,
after line 19, it is proposed to strike out
section 407 and insert: :

Sec. 407. The Commeodity Credit Corpora-
tion may sell any farm commodity owned
or controlled by it at any price not prohibited
by this section. In determining sales pol-
icies for basic agricultural commodities, the
Corporation should give consideration to the
establishing of such policies with respect to
prices, t:rms, and conditions as it deter-
mines will not discourage or deter manufac-
turers, processors, and dealers from acquiring
and carrying normal inventories of the com-
modity of the current crop. The Corpora-
tion shall not sell any basie agricultural com-
modity at less than 5 percent above the cur-
rent support price for such commodity, plus
all accrued charges, including interest on
such commodity from the first day of the
marketing year in which such sale is made.
The foregoing restrictions shall not apply to
(A) sales for new or byproduct uses; (B) sales
of peanuts and ollseeds for the extraction
of oil; (C) sales for seed or feed if such sales
will not substantially impair any pMce-sup-
port program; (D) sales of commodities
which have substantially deteriorated in
guality or as to which there is a danger of
loss or waste through deterioration or spoil-
age; (E) sales for the purpose of establish-
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ing claims arising out of contract or against
persons who have committed fraud, misrep-
resentation, or other wrongful acts with re-
spect to the commodity; (F) sales for ex-
port; (G) sales of wool and mohair; and (H)
sales for other than primary uses.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, as
author of the original amendment, I may
say that that part of the amendment
dealing with my original amendment to
section 407, with reference to the charges
on the Commodity Credit Corporation, is
quite agreeable to me.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I have no
objection to the amendment.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I am not
rising to oppose the amendment, because
the Senator from New Mexico has worked
so hard on the bill that I do not feel
like putting any obstacles in the way of
its passage in as good a form as pos-
sible, and as soon as can be done.

I wish, however, to point out for the
Recorp what I consider two weaknesses
of this amendment. In the first part of
the amendment there is the following
language:

The Commodity Credit Corporation may
sell any farm commodity owned or controlled
by it at any price not prohibited by this
section. In determining sales policies for
basic agricultural commodities, the Corpora-
tion should give consideration to the estab-
lishing of such policies with respect to prices,
terms, and conditions as it determines will
not discourage or deter manufacturers, proc-
essors, and dealers from acquiring and carry=
ing normal inventories of the commodity
of the current crop.

I am afraid that particular sentence
might give the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration the prerogative of determining
what a fair price should be, rather than
engaging in normal trade practices.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN, I yield.

Mr. MAYBANK. Does not the Com-
modity Credit Corporation have that
power under the present law?

Mr. ATKEN. I think it exerts that in-
fluence to a very strong degree. As I
say, I am not rising to oppose the amend-
ment. I am simply pointing out pos-
sible weaknesses in the amendment.

Mr. MAYBANK. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Vermont. It
was my intention to have the surplus
commodities go into private trade.

Mr. AIKEN. The other provision of
this amendment which might prove to be
troublesome later is found in the next
sentence:

The Corporation shall not sell any basic
agricultural commodity at less than 5 percent
above the current support price for such com-
modity, plus all accrued charges, including
interest on such commodity from the first
;‘:lsay g:i the marketing year in which such sale

made.

I understand that provision will pre-
vent the Commodity Credit Corporation
from breaking the price of cotton at the
present time, and probably from now un-
til the beginning of the next crop year.
To that extent it would prove to be bene-
ficial. However, I can conceive that if
the Commodity Credit Corporation
should acquire a sufficient quantity of
surplus cotton for it to be carried over
for a 4- or 5-year period, and if the Com-
modity Credit Corporation at the end of
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4 or 5 years had an opportunity to sell
some of that cotton, but had to include
all charges, storage, interest, handling,
and so forth, the CCC might be required
under the law to hold the price so high
that it simply could not dispose of the
commodity at all.

Mr. MAYBANK. I thank the Senator
from Vermont. I want it distiactly un-
derstood that so far as the Senator from
South Carolina is concerned, he was not
in favor of section 407 at all as it was
drawn. I know that I am correct when
I say that under the original draft of the
bill the Commodity Credit Corporation
could absorb the surplus at a price up to
90 percent of parity, which was even
worse. This amendment might benefit
it by 5 percent,

Mr. AIKEN., I am glad to have the
explanation of the Senator from South
Carolina. Personally, I think that if the
Commodity Credit Corporation were re-
stricted from disposing of a commodity
below one of two levels, whichever might
be the lower, that would be sufficient.
Those two levels would be, first, the cost
to the Corporation, including the carry-
ing charges; and second, a point half way
between parity and the support level.

Mr. MAYBANEK. But that was not in
section 407 as it was offered to the
Senate.

Mr. AIKEN. That is correct.

Mr. MAYBANK. I agree exactly with
what the Senator says. In my judgment
the 5 percent is a benefit only for the
basic crops. In my judgment it is not
as good as an upper level or a lower level,
I must confess that I dislike the entire
section, but I thought this amendment
might benefit the growers of the major
crops. I will say to the Senator from
Vermont that the Senator from New
Mexico has bettered what we have before
us by at least 5 percent. Before, the
figure was 90 percent.

Mr, AIEEN. 1 should like to point out
at this time what may develop to be two
weaknesses in this particular amend-
ment. Undoubtedly it will work very
well from now until the beginning of the
next cotton-picking season.

Mr. MAYBANEK. The Senator will ad-
mit, will he not, that if it will work from
now until the next cotton-picking sea-
son, it is certainly better than the origi-
nal bill?

Mr. AIKEN.
correct.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. In order that the
Recorp may be clear, let me inquire
whether the amendment will apply to all
sales of basic commodities by the Com-
modity Credit Corporation and whether
it will apply to sales to foreign nations
and foreign commissions, as well as to
sales domestically?

Mr. AIKEN, Sales for export are ex-
cluded from the restrictions.

Mr. FERGUSON. They are excluded?

Mr, ATKEN, Yes. There are eight
types of sales which are excepted from
these restrictions.

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator
explain what sales are included by the
amendment?

I think the Senator is
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Mr. AIKEN. Sales to the domestic
trade, I would say, are included by the
amendment.

Mr. FERGUSON. Are they the only
ones that really are covered by it?

Mr. AIKEN. The purpose of the
amendment and of the restrictions is to
assure that the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration shall not use a technicality of
the law to adversely affect the market
price in the event the Corporation de-
cides for itself that the market price is
too high.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator further yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. Has the Commodity
Credit Corporation ever been known to
break the market price?

Mr. AIKEN. I am not sufficient of an
expert about that matter to be able to
say. The Commodity Credit Corporation
has been known to greatly expand the
market price.

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes; but I wonder
whether it has ever been known to break
the price.

Mr, AIEKEN. Perhaps the Senator
from New Mexico will answer that ques-
tion.

I do not think the Commodity Credit
Corporation has deliberately broken the
price of a commodity. I think it has
erred in some of its manipulations, so as
to throw prices greatly out of line, as in
the case of soybeans during this year,
when the Corporation started buying
soybeans for export after all the soybeans
were out of the farmers' hands. The
Corporation ran the price up from $2.30
to $3.67 a bushel, approximately: and the
middlemen got all the profit from that.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ATKEN. 1 yield.

Mr. WHERRY. If the Commodity
Credit Corporation withdraws from the
market and does not buy, naturally in
times-of heavy shipments the prices will
be depressed; and that has been done.

Mr. AIKEN. I think that has been
done no longer than a few months ago.

Mr. WHERRY. Yes—and at Kansas
City, during the election.

Mr. FERGUSON. The case to which
the Senator from Vermont refers was one
in which the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion actually used commodities it owned
and had in storage to break the price. Is
that correct?

Mr. AIKEN. Well, in the case of soy-
beans the effect was to boost the price.

Mr. FERGUEON. That case was dif-
ferent and the method employed was
different from the one the minority lead-
er just cited.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr, ANDERSON. I wish to say that
just this morning I received from the
Department of Agriculture a suggestion
of additional modifications which it
would like to have made. I remind the
Senator that this is a section which un-
doubtedly will be studied in conference,
so0 as to make sure that it is in all respects
what everyone wants. But I believe the
language now proposed improves the
original provision.
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Mr. ATEEN. At any rate, I think the
amendment will adequately control the
situation for the next 10 months.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr, AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. In order to make the
record absolutely clear, let me say that
although the question I asked a moment
ago would not be applicable in this case,
yet it seems to me there will be no pro-
tection relative to the point raised a few
moments ago by the distinguished Sena-
tor, even though the amendment is
adopted.

Mr. ATKEN. That is correct. I do not
know that there is any protection in any
law against having the Commodity
Credit Corporation buy heavily at one
period, and subsequently dispose of its
purchases at another period.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. ATKEN. 1 yield.

Mr. DONNELL. Will the Senator be
kind enough to explain what the lan-
guage “(H) sales for other than pri-
mary uses” means? I understand that
the restrictions do not apply to such
sales.

Mr. AIKEN. That language was in-
cluded in title IT of the 1948 act. It was
explained to us at the time that there
was some gquestion as to the propriety or
even the legality of selling potatoes for
the manufacture of alcohol; in other
words, whether that manufacture into
alcohol would be considered a byproduct
use, or just what use it would be con-
sidered as being. It was said that if
subsection (H) were included, it would
certainly cover the sale of potatoes to
be manufactured into alcohol, and also
would cover any other unforeseen con-
tingencies.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, in
view of the fact that on yssterday the
committee removed mohair from the
supported group, I should like to ask
unanimous consent to modify my amend-
ment, on page 2, in line 15, by striking
out the words “and mohair” after the
word “wool.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor can modify his amendment without
obtaining unanimous consent.

Mr. ANDERSON. Very well, Mr.
President; I so modify the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The modifi-
cation will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. The amendment is
modified, on page 2, in line 15, by striking
out the words “and mohair” after the
word “wool.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the modified
amendment of the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Mexico yield for
a question?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. I should like to have
the Senator explain his views regarding
the fact that the restrictions in his
amendment, and likewise those in the
committee amendment under section
407, do not apply to “sales for other than
primary uses.” The Senator from Ver-
mont very kindly explained it a moment
ago; but I should like to see whether the
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Senator from New Mexico can give us
some further reason why such broad
language is used.

The thought I have in mind is that
here we have certain restrictions which
obviously are thought to be well-founded.
Yet when we read the provisions as to
the things to which the restrictions do
not apply, it is difficult to understand
exactly the situation.

The thought I have in mind in making
my inquiry is this, and I should like to
obtain the Senator's idea regarding it:
His amendment adds to the committee
amendment, as I understand, the sec-
ond sentence, and in the second sentence
the Corporation is required, in determin-
ing sales policies, to give consideration to
the establishing of such policies with re-
spect to prices, and so forth, as it deter-
mines will not discourage or deter manu-
facturers, and so forth. Then a further
protection is included, by means of which
it is provided that the Corporation shall
not sell any basic agricultural commodity
at less than 5 percent above the current
support price, which provision is an addi-
tion to the committee amendment.
Then, however, we come to the conclud-
ing sentence and to a list of commodities
to which the foregoing restrictions shall
not apply. I take it that most of them
are reasonably clear, and perhaps are
entirely clear to those who are experts
along these lines.

But when we reach the last item, “(H)
gales for other than primary uses,” I am
in doubt as to what that means and why
it is necessary to have so broad and, to
my mind, a somewhat vague expression
used. Does it nullify or could it nullify
the very restrictions which are imposed
by the earlier portion of the amendment?

Mr. ANDERSON. No; it cannot nul-
lify those restrictions. The Department
of Agriculture frequently is asked to let
a particular agricultural commodity be
tested as to its possibilities for a different
type of use than the one to which it is
normally put. The commodities listed
are listed, I am quite sure, exactly as they
appear in the Aiken bill of a year ago.
We did not feel that this language should
be changed. I think the Department has
not made any sales for other than pri-
mary uses. Buf in proposing the lan-
guage they felt there might come occa-
sions when the sales would not fit into
new or byproduct uses, which is the first
category, but might be something a little
different. I am thinking now that we
have been selling cotton for insulation
and for the making of paper. We have
been trying a number of different things.
The Department of Agriculture was con-
vinced that there should be authority to
sell for purposes which would not neces-
sarily constitute the primary use of cot-
ton, but might be a secondary use of it.
I am sorry to say to the Senator that
thus far I cannot give him an example
of how it is used in such ways, because
I do not know that it has been so used.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield for one further question?

Mr, ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. In the Aiken bill, is
the term “primary uses” defined?

Mr. ANDERSON. No; it is not.
Jjust as it is here.

It is
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Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, I wish to
offer an amendment.

Mr. RUSSELL., Mr, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoEY
in the chair). The Chair calls attention
to the fact that an amendment is now
pending.

Mr. RUSSELL. May we have the
amendment restated? In the confusion,
I did not understand it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment.

The CmieF CLERK. On page 17, line
20, it is proposed to strike out section
407 and insert a new section in the na-
ture of a substitute.

Mr. RUSSELL. May I inquire of either
the Senator from New Mezxico or the Sen-
ator from Vermont whether that is the
amendment Senators have just discussed,
relative to the handling of commodities
by the Commodity Credit Corporation?

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further discussion of the amendment?

Mr. LUCAS and Mr. DONNELL ad-
dressed the Chalir.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President——

Mr. DONNELL., Mr, President, I de-
fer to the BSenator from Illinois. I
wanted to ask the Senator from New
Mexico another question.

Mr. LUCAS. I suggest the Senator
proceed with his question.

Mr. DONNELL., Will the Senator from
New Mexico be kind enough to enlighten
me on this point? In section 407 of the
committee amendment it is provided:
“The Commodity Credit Corporation may
sell any farm commodity owned or con-
trolled by it at any price not prohibited
by this section.” Then there follows this
provision: “It shall not sell any such
commodity at less than the current sup-
port price,” and so forth. In the Sena-
tor's amendment I observe that while
the opening sentence continues to say
the Commodity Credit Corporation may
sell any farm commodity owned or con-
trolled by it at any price not prohibited
by this section, the amendment abandons
the language of the committee amend-
ment by prohibiting the sale of any such
commodity, and instead says the Corpo-
ration shall not sell any basic agricultural
commodity at less than 5 percent above
the current support price, and so forth.
So, as I read it, the Senator’s amend-
ment, does not act as a restriction on the
Commodity Credit Corporation’s selling
anything except basic agricultural com-
modities at less than the specified price,
whereas the committee amendment, as I
read it, acts as a prohibition against the
Commodity Credit Corporation’s selling
any farm commodity owned or controlled
by it, whether basic or otherwise.

Mr, ANDERSON. Yes; I explained on
the floor at the time the Senator from
South Carolina presented his amend-
ment, or subsequently thereto, that I was
not happy about his amendment, because
he was trying to control the situation in
basic commodities. But, in the case of
perishable commodities, his amendment,
if I may take a moment to comment on it,
provided that in the case of the sale of a
commodity, it could not be sold for less
than the support price plus all costs and
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expenses of the Corporation, including
interest, storage, insurance, transporta-
tion, and so forth. If there were in-
volved the sale of perishables, such as
the very perishable crop of tomatoes, and
an effort was being made to ship them
out of one area and still get some use of
the product, by the time the transaction
was delayed to include interest, storage,
insurance, and transportation costs, the
crop would be spoiled. Therefore, in the
case of perishables, we fried to make it
possible for the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration to act very quickly.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I think I can explain the
thing which disturbs the Senator from
Missouri, The people of the Northern
States do not want the Commodity Credit
Corporation to break the price on bufter,
cheese, or meats, or any similar com-
modity. I am wondering whether it
could not be further amended so as to
read, “The Corporation shall not sell any
basic agricultural commodity or stor-
able nonbasic commodity.”

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes, that would im-
prove it.

Mr. DONNELL. What are the words
the Senator added? I did not get them.

Mr. ATKEN. “Or storable nonbasic
commodity.” In other words, we would
not want the Corporation to maintain
the price of corn, and then let them sell
oats, rye, and barley for whatever price
they saw fit.

Mr. ANDERSON. I tried to explain a
moment ago, knowing what the language
of the amendment of the Senator from
South Carolina was, that we should try
to modify it. Again, Mr. President, I
modify my amendment to include the
clause “or storable nonbasic com-
modity.”

Mr. DONNELL. Would those words
come in immediately after the words
“agricultural commodity”, in line 10, on
page 1 of the amendment?

Mr. ANDERSON. That is correct—
“or storable nonbasic agricultural com-
modity.”

i Mr. DONNELL. I think that improves
t.

Mr. ANDERSON. I agree.

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Senator
from Vermont for his suggestion.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, in view of
the fact that a number of Senators have
come to me and expressed the hope that
we may dispose of this bill sometime this
afternoon, I hope we may move along
with all speed. Some Senators desire to
leave the city tonight. They have en-
gagements for tomorrow and the follow-
ing day. It is the hope that we may be
able to finish this bill at least around 4
o'clock this afternoon. A little later on,
I shall ask unanimous consent to vote on
the bill and all amendments, perhaps
about that time.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will the
Senator from New Mexico yield for a
question?

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Now that his amend-
ment has been modified in line 10, should
not the modification also be made in line
4, after the words “the basic agricultural
commodities” ?
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Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator from
Nebraska is correct. Again I request per-
mission to modify my amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER., The
clerk will state the modification.

Mr. ANDERSON, It is to insert in
line 4, after “basic agricultural com-
modities,” the same language was in-
serted in line 10, namely, “or storable
nonbasic agricultural commodities.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, as modified, to the commitiee
amendment.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment, which
I ask to have read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator want the entire amendment
read?

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield?

Mr., FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. This is an amend-
ment which the committee had no op-
portunity of studying. It was submitted
by various groups from rice-producing
sections. In the limited study we have
made of it, we see absolutely nothing
wrong with it. It seems to be agreed
upon by the rice producers in Louisiana,
Arkansas, and, I think, every other area.
The Department of Agriculture assures
me it is a proper amendment. Those
representing the rice States assure me
it is proper, and if the Senator from
Arkansas is agreeable, I am sure I should
be agreeable to taking it to conference,
By that time we shall have further op-
portunity to check as to its implications.

Mr. AIKEN, May we know what the
amendment is?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I have a very brief
statement for the information of the
Senate.

Mr. AIKEN. May we first have the
amendment read?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I ask that the
amendment be reported, but not read in
full.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in full at this point, but not read.

. Mr. FuLeriGHT'S amendment to the
committee amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill insert
a new section, as follows:

" Bec. 419. (a) Sections 353, 354, 356, and 356
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938,
as amended, are amended to read as follows:
“Apportionment of national acreage
allotment

“Sec. 3563. (a) The natlonal acreage allot-
ment of rice for each calendar year shall be
apportioned by the Secretary among the sev-
eral States in which rice is produced in pro-
portion to the average number of acres of
rice in each State during the 5-year period
immediately preceding the calendar year for
which such national acreage allotment of
rice is determined (plus, in applicable years,
the acreage diverted under previous agricul-
tural adjustment and conservation pro-
grams) with adjustments for trends in acre-
age during the applicable period.

. "{b) The State acreage allotment shall be
apportioned to farms owned or operated by
persons wWho have produced rice in any one
of the 5 calendar years immediately preced-
ing the year for which such apportionment
is made on the basis of past production of
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rice by the producer on the farm taking into
consideration the acreage allotments pre=-
viously established for such owners or oper-
ators; abnormal conditions affecting acreage;
land, labor, and equipment available for the
production of rice; crop rotation practices;
and the soil and other physical factors affect-
ing the production of rice: Provided, That if
the State committee recommends such action
and the Secretary determines that such ac-
tion will facilitate the effective administra-
tion of the act, he may provide for the ap-
portionment of the State acreage allotment
to farms on which rice has been produced
during any one of such perlod of years on
the basis of the foregoing factors, using past
production of rice on the farm and the acre-
age allotments previously established for the
farm in lieu of past production of rice by the
producer and the acreage allotments pre-
viously established for such owners or oper=
ators. Not more than 3 percent of the State
acreage allotment shall be apportioned
among farms operated by persons who will
produce rice during the calendar year for
which the allotment is made but who have
not produced rice in any one of the past b
years, on the basis of the applicable appor-
tionment factors set forth herein: Provided,
That in any State in which allotments are
established for farms on the basis of past
production of rice on the farm such percent-
age of the State acreage allotment shall be
apportioned among the farms on which rice
is to be planted during the calendar year for
which the apportionment is made but on
which rice was not planted during any of the
past 5 years, on the basis of the applicable
apportionment factors set forth herein,

“(e) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this act, any acreage planted to rice In
excess of the farm acreage allotment shall
not be taken into account in establishing
State and farm acreage allotments,

“Marketing quotas

“Sec. 354. (a) Whenever in any calendar
year the Secretary determines that the total
supply of rice for the marketing year begin-
ning in such calendar year will exceed the
normal supply for such marketing year by
more than 10 percent, the Secretary shall
not later than December 31 of such calendar
year proclaim such fact and marketing
quotas shall be in effect for the crop of rice
produced in the next calendar year.

“(b) Within 30 days after the date of the
issuance of the proclamation specified in
subsection (a) of this sectlon, the Secretary
shall conduct a referendum by secret ballot
of farmers engaged in the production of the
immediately preceding crop of rice to deter-
mine whether such farmers are in favor of
or opposed to such quotas. If more than
one-third of the farmers voting in the ref-
erendum oppose such quotas the Secretary
shall, prior to the 15th day of February, pro-
claim the result of the referendum and such
quotas shall become ineffective.

“Amount of farm marketing quota

*Sec, 355, The farm marketing quota for
any crop of rice shall be the actual produc-
tion of rice on the farm less the normal pro-
duction of the acreage planted to rice on the
farm in excess of the farm acreage allotment.
The normal production from such excess
acreage shall be known as the ‘farm market-
ing excess': Provided, That the farm mar-
keting excess shall not be larger than the
amount by which the actual production of
rice on the farm exceeds the normal produc-
tlon of the farm acreage allotment if the
producer establishes such actual production
to the satisfaction of the Secretary.

“Penalties and storage

“Sec. 356. (a) Whenever farm marketing
quotas are in effect with respect to any crop
of rice, the producer shall be subject to a
penalty on the farm-marketing excess at a
rate per pound equal to 50 percent of the
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parity price per pound for rice as of June 15
of the calendar year in which such crop is
produced.

“(b) The farm-marketing excess of rice
shall be regarded as avallable for marketing
and the amount of penalty shall be com-
puted upon the normal production of the
acreage on the farm planted to rice in excess
of the farm-acreage allotment. If a down-
ward adjustment in the amount of the farm-
marketing excess is made pursuant to the
proviso in section 355, the difference between
the amount of the penalty computed upon
the farm-marketing excess before such ad-
Justment and as computed upon the ad-
justed-marketing excess shall be returned to
or allowed the producer.

“(e) The person liable for payment or col=
lection of the penalty shall be llable also for
interest’thereon at the rate of 6 percent per
annum from the date the penalty becomes
due until the date of payment of such
penalty.

*{d) Until the penalty on the farm-mar=
keting excess is paid, postponed, or avoided,
as provided herein, all rice produced on the
farm and marketed by the producer shall be
subject to the penalty provided by this sec-
tion and a lien on the entire crop of rice
produced on the farm shall be in effect in
favor of the United States.

“(e) The penalty on the farm-marketing
exXcess on any crop of rice may be avolded or
postponed by storage or by disposing of the
commodity in such other manner, not incon-
slstent with the purposes of this act, as the
Secretary shall prescribe, including, in the
discretion of the Secretary, delivery to Com-
modity Credit Corporation or any other
agency within the Department. The Secre-
tary shall issue regulations governing such
storage or other disposition. Unless other=-
wise specified by the Secretary in such regu-
lations, any quantity of rice so stored or
otherwise disposed of shall be of those types
and grades which are representative of the
entire quantity of rice produced on the farm.
Upon failure so to store or otherwise dispose
of the farm-marketing excess of rice within
such time as may be determined under regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary, the pen-
alty on such eXxcess shall become due and
payable. Any rice delivered to any agency of
the Department pursuant to this subsection
shall become the property of the agency to
which delivered and shall be disposed of at
the direction of the Secretary in a manner
not Inconsistent with the purposes of this
act.

“(f) Subject to the provislons of subsec-
tlon (g) of this section, the penalty upon the
farm-marketing excess stored pursuant to
this section shall be paid by the producer at
the time and to the extent of any depletion
in the amount so stored except depletion
resulting from some cause beyond the con-
trol of the producer or from substitution of
the commodity authorized by the Secretary.

“(g) (1) If the planted acreage of the
then current crop of rice for any farm is less
than the farm-acreage allotment, the amount
of the commodity from any previous crop of
rice stored to postpone or avoid payment of
the penalty shall be reduced by an amount
equal to the normal production of the nums-
ber of acres by which the farm-acreage allot=
ment exceeds the acreage planted to rice.

“(2) If the actual production of the acre-
age of rice on any farm on which the acreage
of rice is within the farm-acreage allotment
is less than the mormal production of the
farm-acreage allotment, the amount of rice
from any previous crop stored to postpone
or avolid payment of the penalty shall be re-
duced by an amount which, tcgether with
the actual production of the then current
crop will equal the normal production of the
farm-acreage allotment: Provided, That the
production under this subsection shall not
exceed the amount by which the normal pro-
duction of the farm-acreage allotment less
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any reduction made under subsection (g)
(1) is in excess of the actual production of
the acreage planted to rice on the farm.”
(b) Subsections 201 (b), (¢), (d), and (e)
of the Agricultural Act of 1948 shall become
effective upon the enactment of this act.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
desire to explain the amendment briefly.
A meeting was held in Louisiana a few
days ago at which there were present
representatives from Louisiana, of course,
Arkansas, Texas, and California. There
were 8 representatives from California,
10 from Texas. There were also repre-
sentatives from Mr, Crawley’s office. Mr.
Crawley is the Assistant Administrator
for Production in the Department of
Agriculture. The amendment seeks to
do three principal things.

First. It provides that farm-acreage
allotments may be determined in a State
on the basis of farm history of produc-
tion or on the basis of personal history
of rice production of the individual pro-
ducer, as recommended by the State
committee. Existing law provides for
the use of personal history only.

There has grown up, because of the
requirement, a considerable practice of
jobbing about of personal allotments in
some of the States referred to, especially
where there are many small producers.
I am informed that in Texas and Cali-
fornia there is no problem, but that in
Louisiana and Arkansas there is. That
is the reason for the amendment. It is
only permissive. They may use it, within
the State, with the permission of the
Secretary of Agriculture. They may
make the allotment within the State,
either on the basis of the acreage of the
farm and its history of production, or on
the basis of the personal history, as is
now required.

The second point is that it provides
that no credit shall be given in determin-
ing future acreage allotments for any
acreage planted in excess of farm-acre-
age allotment. In this respect it is iden-
tical with the cotton provisions.

The third point is that it puts the en-
forcement of farm-marketing quotas on
the farm-marketing-excess basis and
permits the farmer to avoid or postpone
the payment of the marketing penalty
by storage of the excess rice or delivering
it to the Secretary for diversion from the
normal channels of trade and commerce
or similar use. In these respects rice
would be identical with wheat and corn.
Under present law, it is not clear what
the farm-marketing quota is, and in the
opinion of the Solicitor of the Depart-
ment, it would be extremely difficult to
enforce rice-marketing quotas under the
present law.

The fourth point is that it eliminates
the domestic allotment of rice which has
no relation to marketing quotas.

I may say, Mr. President, that this
amendment was submitted to me only on
yesterday afternoon. Mr. Satterfield,
who is in charge of the allotment and
marketing quota work for rice, in the
Grain Division, brought it to me. The
Department had representatives at the
meeting who requested that I submit it,
I myself had no previous notice of it.
All T ask is that the committee accept
it and take it to conference, I believe no
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objection to it will develop either on the
part of the representatives from the
rice-producing States, or on the part of
the Department of Agriculture.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, before
we get too far away from the amendment
which was adopted a liftle while ago to
section 407, I desire to say that I am not
entitled at all to credit in connection
with it. The Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Amken] indicated that I had
thought of butter or other commodities
of that type. I had not thought of the
illustrations. I did observe the fact that
the one sentence contained a provision
with regard to the sale of any farm com-
modity, whereas the later sentence was
more restricted. I do not want to take
credit to which I am not entitled.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The question
is on agreeing to the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr, FULBRIGHT],

The amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is
open to further amendment.

Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. WitHERs], and the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Keml, I offer the
amendment which I send to the desk and
ask to have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The clerk
will state the amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 23,
after line 4, it is proposed to insert the
following:

Section 409 of title IV of the bill is amend-
::d by adding a new subsection (F) as fol-

OWS

“(F) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any reduction made in farm market-
ing quotas or acreage allotments for any
kind of tobacco because of a reduction from
the last established national marketing
quota or State acreage allotments shall be
applied to all farms, except that any farm
acreage allotment for burley tobacco estab-
lished pursuant to Public Law 276, SBeventy-
elghth Congress, as amended by Public Law
303, Seventy-ninth Congress, shall not be re-
duced for any year by more than one-tenth
of an acre below the allotment last estab-
lished for the farm and no reduction shall
be made in any burley allotment of five-
tenths of an acre or less. This provision shall
become effective for the 1950 crop.”

Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. President, this
amendment was offered several days ago
when the bill was first taken up for con-
sideration. After it was recommitted it
became necessary to offer the amend-
menf again. I regret the necessity
which causes me to be somewhat repeti-
tious in explaining the necessity for this
amendment which I have offered on be-
half of myself, the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr, WirHERS], and the Senatfor
from Missouri [Mr, KEm].

This amendment affects only burley
tobacco. No other type of tobacco and
no other products are covered by this
amendment.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN. I yield to the distin-
guished minority leader.

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to get
the picture correctly, By special statute
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we have already established provisions
relative to burley tobacco, have we not?

Mr. CHAPMAN, Burley tobacco is in-
cluded in the general farm program,

Mr. WHERRY. Yes; but I mean so
far as 90 percent of parity is concerned,
it has been taken care of, has it not?

Mr. CHAPMAN. Not by special stat-
ute, but by general law.

Mr. WHERRY. Is there not a special
statute which has something to do with
burley tobacco.

Mr. CHAPMAN. There are a great
many, perhaps.

Mr, WHERRY. Is this new language?

Mr. CHAPMAN. It does not relate to
parity at all.

Mr. WHERRY. To what does it re-
late?

Mr. CHAPMAN. That is what I am
about to attempt to explain.

The burley-tobacco program has been
outstandingly successful during its op-
eration, and we have proudly claimed
that it is probably the most successful
farm program in the history of this or
any other nation, but it is now in serious
danger of collapse. If it does collapse, it
cannot be successfully disputed that the
other great tobacco programs which have
risen with it and worked along with it
would go down to dissolution following
the destruction of this program.

There is a serious overproduction. At
present the surplus of burley tobacco is
120,000,000 redried pounds, which is the
equivalent of 145,000,000 green pounds.
During the war, when the President of
the United States, the Department of
Agriculture, and Judge Marvin Jones,
who was then Food Administrator, were
calling on farmers throughout the land to
work around the clock to produce as
much as possible of all kinds of farm
commodities, we enacted a law, in order
to help increase production, in which
there was exempted 1 acre of burley to-
bacco. There is no exemption with re-
spect to any other type of tobacco.
There is no exemption as to dark fire-
cured, dark air-cured, or flue-cured to-
baccos. The last named, when blended
with the burley leaf, produces the popu-
lar brands of American cigarettes. Bur-
ley is the only kind of tobacco of which
any acreage at all is exempted.

The then chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Hon. John W.
Flannagan, who represented the only
burley-producing district in the Com-
monwealth of Virginia, introduced a bhill,
which the House passed unanimously, to
exempt quotas of not more than 1 acre
from reduction in times when reduction
might be ordered by the Department of
Agriculture. In his absence I appeared
before the Senate Committee on Agricul-
ture and asked for its adoption as an aid
to all-out production. It was reported
and enacted. It served very well then,
increasing the total production approxi-
mately 3 percent; but the result has been
that in 1946, after the war, the burley
producers recognized the fact that they
needed a reduction, and we passed a law
reducing all burley quotas 10 percent.
That included the producer with an
exemption of 1 acre, and reduced the
exemption to nine-tenths of an acre.



14084

In 1947, in the exercise of its good
judgment, the Department of Agricul-
ture, under the statutory formula, re-
duced burley acreage 20 percent. It
amounted to an over-all reduction of only
16 percent, because of the exempted
growers. In 1948 there was a smaller
reduction.

In 1947, at the time the 20-percent re-
duction in acreage became necessary, the
distinguished Secretary of Agriculture,
now the Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnpErson], the author of this bill, sent
a message to the President pro tempore
of this body, the eminent Senator from
Michigan [Mr, VANDENBERG], asking Con-
gress to repeal the exemptions on burley
tobacco at that time. His arguments
were sound. Later in the year when the
Congress did not respond by acting upon
such a bill, Mr. N. E. Dodd, as Acting
Secretary on behalf of Secretary ANDER-
soN sent another message asking that
all exemptions be repealed. No action
was taken. The situation now is that
we are faced with another possible 20-
percent reduction this year, and it will
mean an over-all reduction of only 13
percent because of the still lJarger num-
ber of growers in the exempted class.

The amendment which I have pro-
posed, on behalf of the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. WiTHERs], the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. KEm], and myself,
does not go so far and propose so drastic
a change as did the amendment recom-
mended to the Congress by the then Sec-
retary of Agriculture, our distinguished
colleague from New Mexico. This
amendment does not repeal exemptions.
It provides, however, that in any future
cuts in burley acreage, beginning with
the 1950 crop, those who now belong to
the exempted class shall be cut not more
than one-tenth of an acre in any one
year, and that in no event shall any
grower now in the exempted class be cut
to less than one-half acre, making one-
half acre the absolute minimum allot-
ment under the burley program.

There has been a great change in
methods of cultivation of burley tobacco
during the past few years. The distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico, when
I was discussing this amendment in this
Chamber Monday, in asking me a ques-
tion, brought out the point that the man
with a half-acre allotment now is pro-
ducing nearly as much tobacco as he
would have produced with an acre allot-
ment only a few years ago. The average
yield per acre of burley tobacco during
the period from 1934 to 1938, was 819
pounds. In 1948, because of improved
methods of cultivation, disease-free
plants, close planting, and heavy fertili-
zation, the average yield increased to
1,396 pounds per acre, and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture this year forecasts
a production of 1,308 pounds per acre,
the decrease from 1948 being due to
weather conditions, not to any inten-
tional reduction in yield per acre.

The increase in production has re-
sulted in the present great surplus, so
that in the situation existing today, be-
fore the 20-percent cut, which is antici-
pated this year, 55 percent of all the
growers are exempt. The cofficials of the
Tobacco Division of the Department of
Agriculture, contemplating the crop pro-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

duced this year, say that an over-all cut
of 20 percent this year would result in
65 percent of the growers being ex-
empted, and leave 35 percent to carry
all of the load, while the 65 percent would
ride the backs of the 35 percent in their
efforts to maintain the prosperity which
has been achieved under the very suc-
cessful and beneficial burley-tobaeco
program. Mr. President, that is too
small a foundation, as I said here Mon-
day, on which to base such a colossal
superstructure as this entire burley pro-
gram is.

Another cut will be necessary because
of the increase of yields. There are
instances of farms which produced 800
pounds to the acre 10 or 15 years ago
now having actually reached the huge
total yield of 2,000 pounds per acre.
That means that we will still have the
surplus. Only last night I talked with
Department officials who have adminis-
tered this program ably for the past 15
years. They told me that they are ap-
prehensive that as a result of the crop
next year there will have to be another
cut, and that it could reduce the number
who bear the burden and carry the load
of the whole program to 25 percent or
less of the growers.

Mr. President, there is something in
human nature that impels a man, when
he feels he is the victim of injustice, to
pull down the pillars of the temple even
though the collapse encompasses his own
destruction. Those who have lived with
this subject throughout the life of this
program, and who have lived with burley
tobacco throughout the years, those who
know it best, and the men yonder in
the Depariment of Agriculture who have
administered the program successfully
for the benefit of hundreds of thousands
of farm homes, are apprehensive that if
such an amendment as the one we have
offered is not adopted, within the next
2 or 3 years the entire program will col-
lapse, and with its collapse there would
come a return to the conditions when
penury and poverty, want and woe, des-
peration and despair, cast a dark shadow
over hundreds of thousands of farm
Lomes, and conditions under which
scores of thousands of tobacco growers
would be returned to the state of eco-
nomic bondage from which they were
rescued by this great tobacco program.

Many people endorse this amendment,
including not only all of the officials of
the Department who know this program
from having administered it, but the
directors of the great Burley Tobacco
Growers Cooperative Association, which
acts as the representative of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation in adminis-
tering the price-support program, to
which the able Senator from Nebraska
referred, and maintaining the floor under
the program, which has brought stability
to tobacco prices and prosperity fo to-
bacco-producing sections of the country.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN. Iyieldto the Senator
from Tennessee.

Mr. McKELLAR. 1Is it not true that
there has been no evidence taken on this
amendment before either committee?

Mr. CHAPMAN, It is true, I will say
to my distinguished friend, the eminent

OCTOBER T,

senior Senator from Tennessee, that the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
during the hearing did not take any evi=-
dence on the amendment, but the offi-’
cials of the Department of Agriculture,
who are administering the program, who
work with the program every day, are of
one mind that this amendment is abso-
lutely necessary in order to save the pro=-
gram. Furthermore, I will say to the
Senator, a vast majority of the repre-
sentatives of the growers, those who
have successfully operated the program
throughout the years of its existence, are
of the same opinion.

The State of Kentucky produces 70
percent of all the burley tobacco pro-
duced in the United States, and in the
world. The Burley Association, con-
sisting——

Mr. McKELLAR. Will not the Sena-
tor yield, before he proceeds?

Mr. CHAPMAN. Certainly.

Mr. McKELLAR. Is it not true that
at the instance of the Senator himself
a great many people from Kentucky and
some from other parts of the country
appeared before the committee when it
was considering the 1948 Agricultural
Act, what is known as the Aiken bill,
which established nine-tenths of an acre
as the maximum allotment, and that
they all testified that they were satisfied
with the law; that it was working well,
and that they had been exceedingly pros-
perous? Is not the fight now one on the
part of the big tobacco growers against
the small growers, the men who make a
money crop out of nine-tenths of an acre,
and that the Senator wants to reduce the
nine-tenths of an acre to half an acre?
Think of it, Senators, this amendment
would reduce the land a tobacco farmer
could use to one-half an acre, from nine-
tenths of an acre. Why? Because if
this amendment were agreed to it would
put the burden of loss on the small farm-
ers, as well as the big ones. That is the
foundation of the amendment.

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. President, I
shall be glad to endeavor to answer the
questions asked by my eminent friend
from Tennessee.

j{tllr. McKELLAR. I hope the Senator
will.

Mr. CHAPMAN. First, he referred to
the hearing which was held before the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry in the Eightieth Congress.

Mr. McKELLAR, I have the report
of it before me.

Mr. CHAPMAN. I was there. It was
a hearing on the Aiken bill, in 1948. At
that time I was present, and, in fact, I
was instrumental, as I think the distin-
guished Senator who was the author of
the bill knows, in helping to bring before
the committee a very large delegation,
representing every type of tobacco under
quotas, every State that had tobacco un-
der quotas, and every farm organization
in those States, not only organizations of
tobacco growers, but from States in
which the Farm Bureau and the Grange
operate, representatives of those great
organizations appeared. In their testi-
mony, taken throughout one morning
session, their views were presented.
Then they were summarized by a brief
statement of five points, which I had
been delegated by that combined group
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to present to and request action upon by
the Senate Committee on Agriculture.
Four of those points were granted, but
none of them, I will say to my eminent
friend, the Senator from Tennessee, had
any reference whatever to the acreage-
allotment provision. The only request of
that group of tobacco growers, repre-
sentative of all the growers in the United
States under the quota system, which was
not adopted, was the proposition of a
fixed base period for computation of
parity. The other points were accepted,
and not one of them is repealed by the
pending bill.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN. I have not concluded
my answer to the Senator’s question, but
I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. On the occasion to
which the Senator from Kentucky refers
Mr. Shaw was a witness, and he testi-
fied, did he not?

Mr. CHAPMAN. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. He said:

We have no objection to the broad provi-
sions of Senator AIKEN's bill in a long-range
program, but we simply ask that we people
in tobacco be allowed to operate under the
present law.

Mr. CHAPMAN. Yes.

Mr. McKELLAR. And Mr. Blalock,
whom the Senator introduced to the
committee, testified as follows:

As tobacco growers, we are satisfled with
the program as it now is; of course, with a
few wrinkles ironed out, as we are sure you
gentlemen can iron out.

Then again Mr. Proctor, who was in-
troduced to the subcommiftee by the
Senator from EKentucky at that time,
just a year ago, testified as follows:

Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the com-
mittee, I am one of the producers of burley
tobacco in Kentucky that Congressman
CuapmAN told you produced 70 pereent of
the burley tobacco produced in the world.
I have had a brief statement from the
Secretary—

And so forth. He said he was satis-
fied with the program. Every other wit-
ness said he was satisfied with the pro-
gram, Not one witness complained of it.

Let me read from the statement of
Mr. R. W. Benson, as it appears on page
431 of the hearings:

They sent me to Washington to tell you
gentlemen that we would like to keep the
present program going.

Now, at the last minute, Mr. President,
without a hearing, without a witness be-
ing heard, the Senator from Kentucky
wants to reduce the acreage of the small
tobacco grower the farmer in the moun-
tains who produces this form of tobacco,
which is his one money crop, and which
brings him in $500 to $600 on nine-tenths
of an acre. Hejs not allowed, under the
present law, to plant more than nine-
tenths of an acre. Yet my distinguished
and splendid friend, whom I love very
greatly, wants to reduce the acreage of
the poor tobacco farmer to one-half
acre. Is it fair, is it just, is it right to
do so, without evidence? The only evi-
‘dence we have in the record shows
absolutely to the contrary, that the pro-
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ducers were satisfied with the program.
Yet now, at the last minute, attempt is
made to place the proposed restriction on
the small farmer as well as on the large
fellow.

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. President, I am
very thankful to my distinguished friend,
the Senator from Tennessee, for his ob~
servations, which I shall now endeavor to
answer. He referred to a very distin-
guished agricultural leader, Mr. R. Flake
Shaw, of North Carolina. Mr. Shaw
himself called me over the telephone
yesterday. He hold me that he hopes
this amendment will be adopted. He
said that he fears that if the collapse
of the burley tobacco program comes
about all of the great flue-cured pro-
gram, in which I say that he is one of
the ablest leaders, will follow in the im-
pending dissolution. Mr, Shaw is also a
national official of the American Farm
Bureau Federation, and one of its ablest
leaders. Now as to the other men who
appeared before the Senate Committee
on Agriculture in 1948, the issue of this
allotment reduction was not involved
in the Aiken bill at all. We endorsed—
and, I may say to the Senate, I had
a good deal to do with bringing that
group here—we endorsed those five
points, and all of them were adopted by
the Senate except one, and those four
points are still in the law, and would not
be repealed by the language of the pend-
ing bill.

The Burley Tobacco Growers Associa-
tion, composed of more than 230,000
members in Kentucky, Missouri, Indi-
ana, Ohio, and West Virginia, have
wholeheartedly and unreservedly en-
dorsed the amendment, and now urge
its adoption. The executive committee,
composed of John W. Jones, North Mid-
dletown, the president; John M. Berry,
New Castle, the vice president; and W, L.
Staton, Lexington, the secretary-treas-
urer, have talked with me today.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, CHAPMAN. I yield to the distin-
guished junior Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. GRAHAM. Were the burley
tobacco growers from the mountain
areas of North Carolina and Tennessee
brought in?

Mr. CHAPMAN. They have separate
associations. I named the States includ-
ed in the Burley Tobacco Growers Co-
operative Association, Kentucky, Mis-
souri, Indiana, Ohio, West Virginia, and
I have a telegram from the burley to-
bacco director for the State of Ohio,
Mr. E. C. Schatzman, Russellville, Ohio,
and one from Mr. George W. Elliott, the
burley tobacco director for the State of
Indiana, Corydon, Ind., urging the adop-
tion of the amendment. I shall place
those telegrams in the Recorp. The
EKentucky Farm Bureau Federation, of
which Mr. Proctor, to whom the Senator
from Tennessee referred, is one of the
legislative representatives, has sent me a
telegram signed by the executive secre-
tary, Mr. J. E. Stanford, which I also
shall place in the Recorp at this place.
Mr, Proctor himself, to whom the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee re-

14085

ferred, is a very able and devoted farm
leader, and heartily endorses this amend-
ment for the benefit of burley farmers.
RUSSELLVILLE, OHIO, October 4, 1949.
Hon. VIRCIL CHAFMAN,
Senator from Kentucky:

We heartily endorse the Chapman amend-
ment to the Anderson farm bill to revise the
present minimum tobacco acreage provision.

E. C. SCHATZMAN,
Ohio Director of Burley Tobacco Growers.

CorYDON, IND., October 6, 1949.
Senator CHAPMAN,
Washington, D. C.:
We are glad to support your tobacco
amendment to Anderson agriculture bill.
GEORGE W. ELLIOTT,
Indiana Director of Burley Tobacco
Growers Cooperative Marketing
Association.

LouvisviLLe, K¥., October 3, 1949.
Benator VIRGIL CHAFMAN,
Senate Office Building,
Washington,D.C.:

We strongly favor your amendment to
Anderson bill, 8. 2522, making provision for
partial reduction of allotments of nine-
tenths acre and below.

J. E. STANFORD,
Ezecutive Secretary, Kentucky Farm
Bureau.,

It was not the Aiken bill which in-
cluded the nine-tenths of an acre exemp-
tion. The Aiken bill did not touch that
subject. As I explained in the begin-
ning, before the Senator from Tennessee
came into the Chamber, after the then
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture in the House of Representatives, Mr.
Flannagan, of Virginia, whose district
in southwestern Virginia produces prac-
tically all the burley tobacco produced in
that State, and which district has prob-
ably as large a percentage of exempted
growers as has any district in the United
States; after Mr. Flannagan, as chair-
man of the committee, piloted that bill
through the House of Representatives, he
had to go to Virginia, and asked me to
represent him before the Senate com-
mittee, which I did, and the Senate com-
mittee reported the 1l-acre-exemption
bill. Mr. Flannagan sent me a telegram
yesterday. I will say that no man has
ever done more as a leader in the enact-
ment of the tobacco growers’ legislation
beneficial to the small growers of the
country than has John Flannagan, of
Virginia. He retired voluntarily at the
end of the Eightieth Congress. This is
what Mr. Flannagan, the author of the
1-acre-exemption measure, said in a
telegram addressed to me:

BrisToL, VA, October 4, 1949.
SBenator VircIL M. CHAPMAN:

In view of the changes that have taken
place since the small tobacco growers
amendment was passed, I believe that it
is necessary in order to preserve the to-
bacco program, to pass your amendment
providing that in the event of an acreage
reduction the small grower shall also be cut
to the extent of not more than one-tenth
of an acre per year. And that in no event
can his acreage be reduced below five-tenths
of an acre.

As I view the situation at present, such
an amendment is necessary to preserve the
program. While I regret that changed con=-
ditions have forced me to this conclusion,
we should not lose sight of the fact that
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the program, which means life or death to
the tobacco grower, must be preserved.
JoBN W. FLANNAGAN, Jr.

No man had more to do with the build-
ing of that tobacco program and its suc-
cessful operation than did Representa-
tive Flannagan, of Virginia. I could call
no more competent and authoritative
witness in advocacy of this vitally impor-
tant amendment.

None of the off#lals of the Department
of* Agriculture, and none of the leaders
who have lived with the tobacco problem
for the past generation would stand any
higher as a witness on this subject than
my eminent friend from Virginia, John
W. Flannagan, who was the Represent-
ative in Congress who led in the enact-
ment of so much beneficial tobacco and
other agricultural legislation, and who
was always the outstanding spokes-
man for those to whom the senior Sen-
ator from Tennessee refers as “small
growers.”

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN. I yield.

Mr, KEFAUVER. As the Senator well
knows, when this matter first came up
some information was passed around.
I think some official in the Department
of Agriculture thought that -certain
burley tobacco growers in Tennessee had
had a meeting, and that they favored
this amendment. At that time, on the
basis of the information furnished me
by a Department official, to the effect
that Tennessee tobacco growers were in
favor of it, I told the Senator that I would
join in sponsorship of the amendment,
or in supporting the amendment.

Later I learned, as the distinguished
Senator knows, that in Tennessee the
tobacco growers are not in favor of this
amendment. My mind goes back to a
meefing 2 or 3 years ago at Nashville,
where the burley tobacco growers, large
and small, held a meeting and strongly
supported the l-acre minimum. That
is their position now. As stated in Mr.
Flannagan’s telegram, this is a very vital
matter to the tobacco industry. The
small nine-tenths of an acre allotment
is of tremendous importance to the small
tobacco farmers, of whom we have 57,000
in Tennessee. I believe figures show
that out of 80,000 allotments in Tennes-
see, 57,000 are of 1 acre or less. This
guestion involves their very existence.

The main point is that in connection
with this bill they have not had an op-
portunity to be heard. The bill has not
dealt directly with them. It is rather
collateral to the matter of the tobacco
allotment problem. The small growers
are not going to be satisfied with any
change in the allotment unless they have
an opportunity for a hearing. If is a
matter of great importance to them.
The tobacco amendment has not been
considered by the committee.

Does not the distinguished Senator be-
lieve that in fairness to the small grow=-
ers, and in view of the division which
apparently exists*among those interested
in burley tobacco, it would be only fair
for them to have an opportunity to pre-
sent their side of the case before any
decision is made?

I may say to the distinguished Senator
that I have been informed by Mr, Dun-
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can, who is in the city today, and who
is head of the Tobacco Marketing Asso-
ciation in Tennesse, that there is to be
a meeting in Tennessee, and later, I be-
lieve, a general meeting, to consider the
whole tobacco program. Would it not
be better to let the opinion of the burley

‘tobacco producers crystalize at that

meeting, after discussing the matter
back and forth, and let them have an
opportunity to come before the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry of
the Senate and the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House, particularly in con-
nection with this question, rather than
bring it up in an amendment to the pend-
ing bill? I know that a great deal of
distress, commotion, and hard feelings
will be generated among the small grow-
ers if this question is handled in this
fashion.

Mr. CHAPMAN, Inregard tothe Sen-
ator’s suggestion, I believe that nearly
all of those who are thoroughly con-
versant with this subject, who have lived
with it, and who know its history, and
are hopeful and prayerful that this pro-
gram may continue to serve and benefit
the tobacco growers, large and small,
are firmly of the belief that if action is
postponed too long the end of the to-
bacco program is imminent.

The Senator knows that I have been
closely associated with this movement.
During wartime, when all-out produc-
tion was called for, I presented to the
Senate committee this exemption
amendment. It became a law. How-
ever, I believe that within a very few
years there will be no tobacco program—
burley, flue-cured, dark air-cured, or
fire-cured—if this amendment is not
adopted. It has been a live subject. It
has been discussed ever since former
Secretary of Agriculture ANDERSON sent
his message here asking for repeal of all
of these exemptions.

As to the small growers, the Senator
referred to the fact that there are 57,000
exempt growers in Tennessee. We have
in Kentucky 57,476 growers exempf in
1949, but they have vision enough to
recognize their danger, and I believe
they want to save the program and save
themselves from return to bankruptcy
and economic ruin.

Mr. McEKELLAR. Mr. President——

Mr, CHAPMAN. Let me finish my
answer.

In addition to what I said, the av-
erage burley tobacco acreage in the
United States is 1.6 acres, but the av-
erage family acreage is 1 acre. More
burley tobacco is raised by tenant farm-
ers who raise 1 or 2 acres on a 50-50 basis,
than is raised by all the other producers.
In my State alone there are more than
100,000 tenant farmers who have small
acreages. Let me give an example. A
widow on one side of the fence has an
allotment of 1.8 acres. That is divided
half and half between her and her ten-
ant. They are not exempted. On the
other side of the fence there is a man who
owns his own land. In many instances
such growers are not historically and
traditionally tobacco growers. This man
has an allotment of nine-tenths of an
acre, and he is exempted. By the meth-
ods of cultivation which were referred
to in the colloquy between the distin-
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quished author of the bill and me on
Monday, this man is now producing

- nearly twice the yield which he produced

only a few years ago. He is absolutely
in the position of a man who milks his
neighbor’s cow through a fence. The
widow and the tenant must suffer a re-
duction every time. The other man is
exempt.

Yesterday a man told me, “I have four
tenants. I know that one of them must
go, because there is likely to be another
<0-percent cut.” Another man said to
me, “I have an old darkey working for me.
His father worked for my grandfather,
He has worked for my father and me.
I shall have to find something else for
him to do. He cannot raise his tobacco
crop, because I probably am to be cut 20
percent. There are more small growers
in Kentucky, which produces 70 percent
of all the burley tobacco, than there are
in any other State. When you add the
57,476 exempt growers and the more than
a hundred thousand tenants with small
crops, your number of small producers
far exceed those in any other State.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. Was a single small
grower invited to appear before a com-
mittee of either House to testify as to
ghés amendment before it was submit-

ed?

Mr. CHAPMAN. I do not think there
was a hearing on this specific amend-
ment,

Mr. McKELLAR. Can the Senator
name & single one?

Mr. CHAPMAN. In the hearing to
which the Senator referred, before the
Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry during the Eightieth Congress,
they were ably represented by men who
had their interests at heart, and who
have served them faithfully for many
years. So far as my State is con-
cerned, the tobacco growers are well in-
formed. I have full confidence that
they want to save the program, and that
they think that this amendment is nec-
essary to save it.

Mr. McKELLAR. That does not an-
swer the question at all. I ask the Sen-
ator if a single one of the small farmers,
producing on nine-tenths of an aecre,
has been invited to appear before a
committee of either House to testify
with respect to this amendment.

Mr. CHAPMAN. I cannot answer the
Senator's question, but I have telegrams
from tenants and other small growers,
who urge this amendment as the only
solution of the problem.

Mr. McEELLAR. Will the Senator
place them in the RECOrRD?

Mr. CHAPMAN. I shall be glad to
place them in the Recorp. Here are
two samples: =

SHELBYVILLE, Kv., October 4, 1949,
Hon. VIRGIL M. CHAPMAN,
Member United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

There should be no distinction between
large and small tobacco growers In acre-
age allotments because all benefit equally,
There should be no exemption from the ap-
plication of the quota law.

Any legislation preventing or reducing such
discrimination is highly desirable and I
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therefore, appreciate and approve the Chap-
man-Withers amendments.,
OweN C. Froob,
Tenant Farmer, Port Royal, Ky.
BHELBYVILLE, KY. October 4, 1949.
Benator VinGIL CHAPMAN,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:
Flease push your amendment to the An-
derson bill. A tenant.
THos. R. WILSON.

I could include many more.

Mr. McKELLAR. My information
from Tennessee is that they were aston-
ished beyond measure that this amend-
ment was submitted by the Senator from
Kentucky without their knowledge and
despite the fact that all tobacco growers
were satisfied with the present law, as
they had testified before the committee
of which the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AIKEN] was chairman. I am wondering
what the 87,000 small growers of Ken-
tucky are going to say.

Mr. CHAPMAN. I have stated that
there are 57,476 exempted growers, and
more than that number of tenants, who
also belong in the class of small growers.
A great many of the exempted acreages
are operated by persons who are not
traditionally tobacco growers. They are
merchants, lawyers, school teachers, and
people in various walks of life. Because
of the high price of tobacco they have
planted their back yards and vegetable
gardens in tobacco. Their acreage can-
not be reduced. On the other side of
the fence are growers such as the widow
to whom I referred, with an allotment
of 1.8 acres which she divides 50-50 with
her tenant. The widow and tenant
must suffer the reduction. The non-
traditional tobacco grower is exempt.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. Ihave been in every
county in my State where tobacco is pro-
duced, and I have never seen tobacco
gjr;wn in gardens, or anything of the

d.

Mr. CHAPMAN, A great deal of it is
grown in gardens.

Mr. McKELLAR. This proposal is
brought before the Senate by those who
are interested in producing large quanti-
ties of tobacco. They want to avoid the
expected losses to which the Senator has
referred. I doubt if the losses ever oc-
cur. The tobacco business is in fine
shape. I want it to remain in fine shape.

My State is intensely interested in this
subject. There are 57,000 small families
in the hills of Tennessee who are pro-
ducing tobacco. It is their one money
crop. The Senator’s amendment would
in 5 years take away practically one-
half of it, or a little more than 40 per-
cent.

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. President, if the
amendment which I have offered on be-
half of myself, the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr, WirHERS] and the Senator
from Missouri [Mr, KeEmM], is not adopted
soon, there will not be any program in
5 years.

Mr, McEELLAR. That isonly a guess.

Mr. CHAPMAN. So is the Senator’s
statement a guess. In my opinion, also,
the ones who would suffer most by the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

dissolution of this great program would
be the every exempt growers to whom I
bave referred, 57,476 of whom I repre-
sent; and the Senator from Tennessee
says he represents approximately the
same number of exempt growers. More-
over, the more than 100,000 tenants
whom I also represent would suffer, be-
cause the big farmers do not have to raise
tobacco. They can raise livestock, grain,
hay, and various other crops; in fact, the
congressional district which I represented
for more than 20 years, and which has
more tobacco tenant farmers in it than
has any other congressional district in
the United States, would probably have
been better off, in the long run, through
all the years, if it had never seen a leaf
of burley tobacco. But the small farmer
who depends upon this crop is the one
for whom I am speaking. If this pro-
gram collapses, that man will lose a fair
price for his tobacco, which is his hope
for comfort and prosperity, and is what
he relies on to bring him money with
which to buy food, clothing, and shoes
for his children, so they can go to school
and grow into strong sturdy, young
Americans.

Mr. McKELLAR. Isay tothe Senator
that the 57,000 in my State, who are
small growers producing tobacco on less
than five-tenths of an acre of land, do
not feel that this amendment is in their
interest.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, CHAPMAN. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to put
a hypothetical question to the Senator
from Eentucky, in connection with his
amendment: Suppose a farmer has 100
acres of land planted in burley tobacco,
under an allotment this year. Would
the amendment require a reduction of
only one-tenth of an acre below that
allotment, or to 99.9 acres?

Mr. CHAPMAN. In reply to the Sen-
ator from Michigan let me say that, to
begin with, very few burley tobaceo
growers, if any, have a 100-acre allot-
ment. The average allotment through-
out the entire United States is 1.6 acres,
and the average family allotment is 1
acre. If another 20-percent cut is made
this year, the result will be to cut by 20
percent the allotment of the grower to
whom the Senator from Michigan refers,

Mr. FERGUSON. In reading the lan-
guage of the Senator's amendment, I
wonder whether the amendment allows
a cut of only one-tenth of an acre.

Mr. CHAPMAN. No; it would allow a
20-percent cut in the case the Senator
has mentioned. But according to the
Department of Agriculture, it would pro-
duce only a 13 percent over-all cut, be-
cause of the large number of exempted
growers, whose allotments would not be
cut. This amendment would make the
cut, in the case of the exempted growers,
only one-tenth of an acre a year. The
amendment does not apply to anyone
who has an allotment of over nine-
tenths of an acre.

Mr. FERGUSON. This amendment is
not intended to cover any grower having
an allotment of an acre or less?

Mr. CHAPMAN. An allotment of
nine-tenths of an acre or less could not
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be reduced more than one-tenth of an
acre in any 1 year, and could never be
reduced to less than one-half acre.

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the amend-
ment say that?

Mr. CHAPMAN. It does.

Mr. FERGUSON. Let me read it to
the Senator, so that we may see whether
that is true.

Mr. CHAPMAN. Yes; that is true.

Mr. FERGUSON. The amendment
reads as follows:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, any reduction made in farm marketing
quotas or acreage allotments for any kind
of tobacco because of a reduction from the
last established national marketing quota
or State acreage allotments shall be applied
to all farms, except that any farm acreage
allotment for burley tobacco established
pursuant to Public Law 276, Seventy-eighth
Congress, as amended by Public Law 302,
Beventy-ninth Congress—

Mr. CHAPMAN. That is the nine-
tenths provision.

Mr. FERGUSON.
the amendment—
shall not be reduced for any year by more
than one-tenth of an acre below the allot-
ment last established for the farm—

Mr. CHAPMAN. The statutes there
referred to are the ones relating to the
nine-fenths of an acre exemption.

Mr. FERGUSON. So those statutes
provide that they apply only to allot-
ments of nine-tenths of an acre or less.
Is that correct?

Mr. CHAPMAN. That is correct. I
stated that before the Senator from
Michigan entered the Chamber.

Mr. FERGUSON. The remainder of
the amendment reads as follows:
and no reduction shall be made in any burley
allotment of five-tenths of an acre or less.
This provision shall become effective for the
1950 crop.

Mr. CHAPMAN. That is correct.

Mr. FERGUSON. In other words, in
cases of allotments of five-tenths of an
acre or less, no reduction at all will be
made, Is that correct?

Mr. CHAPMAN. Yes. A grower who
has an alloiment of five-tenths of an
acre now, will produce nearly as much
tobacco on that amount of land as he
produced a few years ago on a full acre
of land.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, that
is only a guess.

Mr. CHAPMAN. Oh, no; I have the
figures to show it.

Mr. McCKELLAR, When it comes to

I continue to read

" crop production, all figures are the same.

Mr. CHAPMAN. In the period from
1934 to 1938, the average yield per
acre—

Mr., DONNELL. Mr.
point of order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. DONNELL. We are absolutely
unable to distinguish what is going on
in the Senate Chamber. The noise is
such as to make it impossible for us to
know what is proceedinz. I most ear-
nestly request that Senators be admon-
ished to make it possible for us at least
to know what is going on.

President, a
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will please be in order. Senators,
other than the Senator who has the floor,
will please be seated.

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr, President, I
should like to say a word or two in fur-
ther response to the senior Senator from
Tennessee. He says we do not know
about production. We do know this,
that to go no further back than the
period 1934-38, the average burley yield
per acre was {19 pounds. We know that
in the year 1948 the average production
was 1,396 pounds per acre. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture has estimated offi-
cially that for the year 1949, when the
crop is weighed, it will be 1,308 pounds
per acre. That is because of the devel-
opment and use of disease-resisting
plants. It is because of the use of fer-
tilizer, and because of the close planting
of tobacco. It is merely a part of what
we have learned in this country about
how to increase production. The an-
ticipated diminution in 1949 is due to a
less-productive type of growing weather
than we had in 1948.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN. I yield to the distin-
guished junior Senator from North Caro-
lina.

Mr. GRAHAM. In view of the fact
that there is confusion in regard to the
facts in the case——

Mr. CHAPMAN. I do not think there
is confusion. I do not agree with the
Senator about that.

Mr. GRAHAM. At least the small
growers feel they have not had a hear-
ing. I ask the Senator, what is the ob-
jection to having a hearing on his amend-
ment the first week in January, giving
notice now of a hearing to be held at
that time?

Mr. CHAPMAN. I may say to the
Senator that I am fearful for the whole
program if this amendment is not made
a part of the pending bill. I voice the
sentiment and belief of not only a large
majority of the best thinkers on the sub-
ject of burley tobacco, the men who
know it best, not only growers, but also
the tobacco officials of the Department of
Agriculture, who are administering the
program,

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I
inquire why is it they have not been
before the Houses of Congress?

Mr. CHAPMAN. They have been on
many phases of the tobacco program.

Mr. McKELLAR. Why have they not
appeared before the committees?

Mr. CHAPMAN. They have, but this
subject has not been an issue in connec-
tion with this hill until now.

Mr. McKELLAR. Why have they not
testified to the facts? Why is an amend-
ment of this kind proposed at the last
moment, without any hearings having
been held at all, without conferring at
all with the Senate, and without con-
ferring at all with the House? There is
no budget estimate for the amendment.

Mr. CHAPMAN. It involves no cost.

Mr. McKELLAR. ©Oh, yes; it involves
cost.

Mr. CHAPMAN. There is nothing in
the amendment affecting the budget.
There is no cost attached to it. The to-
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bacco price-support program has never
cost the United States Treasury a penny
and tobacco products pay large sums
into the Treasury in taxes.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN. Will the Senator
from Missouri permit me to finish an-
swering the question of the Senator from
Tennessee?

Mr. DONNELL. Certainly.

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. President, the
distinguished author of the bill, when
he was serving our country so ably as
Secretary of Agriculture, with his ac-
customed wisdom and foresight asked the
Congress in April 1947, the year of the
first 20-percent cut, to repeal all ex-
emptions in order to save the program.
Later, in December 1947, his Under Sec-
retary, Mr. N. E. Dodd, as the Acting
Secretary, sent a similar message, urg-
ing such action by the Congress. It has
been discussed in tobacco circles ever
since.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN. I am confident the
life of this great program depends on
the adoption of the amendment. I again
vield to the able Senator from Tennes-
see.

Mr. McEKELLAR. The Senator from
New Mexico, the former splendid head
of the Department of Agriculture, did
not testify on it. He did not come to
testify on it, at all. His committee did
not report the amendment. Why was it
not reported, if it is so important? The
first time anything was heard of it by
the committee was when the Senator
offered the amendment, which I believe
was last week. The first I knew about
it was yesterday morning, when I was
informed by the Representative from
one of the tobacco-growing districts of
Tennessee that he had been informed of
what was on foot.

Mr. DONNELL and Mr. GRAHAM ad-
dressed the Chair,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Kentucky yield; and if so,
to whom?

Mr. CHAPMAN. If I may, I shall first
answer the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee. The distinguished former
Secretary of Agriculture is present and
can speak for himself. But on Tuesday
evening he said in the Senate, in so many
words, that it is a good amendment, a
step in the right direction. Of course,
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico is present and can speak for him-

- self, as he has already spoken.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. There are some of us
who are not so familiar with the subject
matter as is the distinguished Senator
from EKentucky, and we are somewhat
puzzled about it. As I understand the
distinguished senior Senator from Ten-
nessee—I am not certain as to the posi-
tion of the junior Senator from Tennes-
see, because I was not fortunate enough
to hear him speak on the subject—is
apprehensive of the amendment, because
he thinks it will injure the small tobacco
farmer. Am I correct in that under-
standing?
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Mr. McEELLAR. The Senator is ab-
solutely correct. As I recall, the small
farmer, on nine-tenths of an acre, ordi-
narily makes about $500 or $600. It is
his money crop. It is the crop from
which he gets actual cash, because to-
bacco is salable. It is sold and he gets
a return. It is from the small grower
that it is sought to take at least 40 per-
cent of his $600; $240 will be taken away
from him if the amendment is agreed to.
It should not be done.

Mr. DONNELL, May_ I finish the

question?
Mr. CHAPMAN. Yes.
Mr. DONNELL. I appreciate the

statement of the Senator from Tennes-
see. I understood that was his appre-
hension. At least I inferred from a
statement he had informally made to me
on the Senate floor that he was appre-
hensive for that reason. But now, as I
read the amendment, I am puzzled as to
the theory of it, and as to what it is de=
signed to accomplish. As I read the
amendment, it sounds to me as though
it were designed to act as a restriction
on the amount of reductions that can
be made. In the case of a small farmer,
the way it reads, at any rate, it sounds
to me as though the intent were to say
that his allotment cannot be cut down
more than a certain amount.

Mr. CHAPMAN., That is correct.

Mr. DONNELL, I would, therefore,
draw the prima facie conclusion that the
purpose of the amendment, whether it is
effected or not, is the protection of the
small grower, by restricting the amount
of his production that he could be com=-
pelled to give up.

Mr. CHAPMAN. The distinguished
Senator from Missouri is correct.

Mr. DONNELL. On the other hand, I
am quite apprehensive whether I have
understood it correctly, by reason of the
sincerity, experience, and knowledge of
my distinguished friend from Tennessee,
who takes the view, as I understand, that
instead of being designed ‘to help the
small farmer and to restrict the amount
by which his crop or his acreage may be
reduced, it is a design by which there
may be injury to him, by increasing or
at least stating in the statute, the per-
centage that can be taken away from
him.

If I may inquire, I should like to know
which one of those theories of the
amendment is correct, so that I may
know something about whether it is de-
signed to help or is designed to hurt the
small farmer; and, in the second place,
whether its effect would be to help him
or to hurt him.

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. President, I
have undertaken, probably before the
Senator entered the Chamber, to show
that, in my opinion and in the opinion of
the officials who administer the program,
both representatives of the growers and
the Department of Agriculture, there is
serious danger of the entire program col-
lapsing if it continues as it now is. For
example, if the 20-percent cut contem-
plated is made this year it will be, as I
said a while ago, only an over-all cut of
13 percent, because 55 percent of the
tobacco growers are already in the ek-
empted class. A 20-percent cut this year
would leave 65 percent in the exempted
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class. Another cut, which is in prospect
for the following year because of the in-
creased yield per acre of which we have
spoken today, would reduce the group
supporting this program, carrying all the
load, to 25 percent or less of all the to-
bacco growers. That is unjust, I submit.

Mr. DONNELL, Mr. President,Iam a
little confused, because I do not under=-
stand what the Senator means by the
term “to cut.” Is he talking about a cut
in acreage?

Mr, CHAPMAN., It has to be; yes.

Mr. DONNELL. What is it?

Mr. CHAPMAN. It is where the De-
partment of Agriculture, in compliance
with the statutory formula, is required to
reduce acreage. It was cut in 1947, by 20
percent, and it is contemplated this year
to cut it by 20 percent.

Mr. DONNELL. Then, is that the
purpose of the Senator’s amendment?

Mr. CHAPMAN. No, that is already
the law.

Mr. DONNELL. I understand.

Mr. CHAPMAN. The purpose of the
amendment is to provide that the grower
who is now exempt because he does not
have an allotment of more than nine-
tenths of an acre, may be cut no more
than one-tenth of an acre a year, while
the other growers can be cut 20 percent.

Mr. DONNELL. If the Senator's
amendment does not go into effect, how
much of a cut will result to the grower
whom the amendment provides can be
cut only one-tenth of an acre?

Mr. CHAPMAN. He cannot be cut at
all, now. The result is that a minority
of producers are carrying the entire bur-
den of the program. It does not apply to
any other type of tobacco or any other
crop, and it is obviously unjust. The in-
justice may result in a dissolution of the
entire program, if it is not corrected.

So far as the Senator's State is con-
cerned, there is a much smaller propor-
tion of exempied acreage in Missouri
than in any other State in the Union.
The total allotment in Missouri in 1949
amounts to 5,673 acres. The farmers
in Missouri, in that section of the State
in which burley tobacco is produced,
raise some of the finest tobacco in the
United States. There is a splendid mar-
ket at Weston, Mo., and trucks bring a
large amount to Lexington, Ky., for sale
at that great marketing center. The
total acreage exempted in 1949 is 566
acres. Sp the State of Missouri has a
larger proportion of nonexempt acreage
than has any other State in the Union.

Mr. DONNELL. I have here a tele-
graphic message from W. B. Hull saying:

May I urge you to support the Chap-
man amendment which provides for the
present tobacco acreage provisions.

I also have a telegraphic message
from H. E: Slusher, saying:

Hope you can support tobacco allotment
amendment Iimiting reductions on nine-
tenths-acre allotments, with a minimum al-
lotment of one-half acre. BSenator EEM
agreeable to amendment.

Mr. Slusher is president of the Mis-
souri Farm Bureau Federation.

Mr. CHAPMAN. I appreciate that
observation by the Senator. I knew
that the Missouri Farm Bureau Federa~
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tion and also the burley tobacco organi-
zation in Missouri are strongly in favor
of the amendment,

Mr. DONNELL, I am not yet entirely
clear on the amendment, but I shall
subside for the moment.

Mr, GRAHAM. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN, I yield.

Mr. GRAHAM. How will the bill, as a
basis for a meeting of minds, destroy
the program in view of the fact that
Congress will meet in the first week in
January?

Mr. CHAPMAN. In the meantime
there will be another cut, and every
time there is a cut the base on which the
program rests is reduced. A burley
referendum is to be held this fall. Men
who have been interested in the pro-
gram and who have contributed most to
its success have told me within the past
24 hours that all that would be required
to cause a possible dissolution of the
program at the end of this year would be
for some powerful and plausible leaders
to rise and campaign effectively against
the continuance of the program. I am
saying that there is injustice in the pro-
gram as it is now operating, with a ma-
jority of all growers milking their neigh-
bor’s cows through the fence. As I said
in the beginning, that is the kind of
thing which will bring a collapse of the
program. It is human nature, and
human nature does not change,

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, CHAPMAN. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. If there is such
danger imminent, why have not the per-
sons who said they were perfectly satis-
fied with the law offered testimony be-
fore the committee. In 1948 they said
they were perfectly satisfied with the
law. If they have changed their minds,
why did they not be fair with the Con-
gress and come before the committee
and testify to that fact? Why is this
amendment offered at the last moment,
when the Congress is about to adjourn,
without the slightest evidence being of-
fered to the Congress in connection with
it? There is not a tobacco man in Ten-
nessee who has said to me that it would
be ruinous to the 57,000 little tobacco
growers.

Mr. CHAPMAN., Mr. President, when
the hearing was held before the Senate
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
in 1948, when the Aiken bill was the sub-
ject of discussion, this question was not
in issue and not a man who testified ex-
pressed approval of it. The Senator
from Tennessee is a venerable political
warrior, a battle-scarred and victorious
gladiator through more than a genera-
tion of political battles. He was born
in a party camp, grew to manhood and
has spent his life on a succession of po-
litical battlefields. He knows that is-
sues do not become acute a year before
an election. He knows that, as a refer-
endum approaches, those men whose
hearts are in the tobacco program, who
have labored and striven to make it a
success, as they hear from Washington
that they are threatened with another
cut of 20 percent, realize that something
must be done. The information has
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only recently come from officials of the
Tobacco Section of the Department of
Agriculture that a further 20-percent cut
is probably imminent. Issues do not be-
come intense, people do not get warmly
interested in a campaign, until the last
weeks of the campaign. We are now face
to face with the effort of carrying this
referendum again. We want to earry it
more than 100 to 1, as did the growers
of flue-cured leaf in North Carolina. We
have built this program together, we
have risen together, and we want to stand
together. If the burley program goes
down, as many distinguished farm lead-
ers have said to me on the telephone and
in person within the past 2 days, the
other programs will go down with it.
That will mean the wreck of not only the
burley, but also the flue-cured, the fire-
cured, and dark air-cured programs.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CHAPMAN. 1 yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. If there is any way
in which we can terminate this discus-
sion and come to an issue, I should ap-
preciate it. We have spent nearly an
hour on this amendment,

Mr. CHAPMAN., I have been ready
for a long time. I yield the floor.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hor-
LAND in the chair). The clerk will call
the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Afken Hoey Miller
Anderson Holland Millikin
Bricker Humphrey Morse
Bridges Hunt Mundt
Butler Ives Murray

Byrd Johnson, Colo. Myers

Cain Johnson, Tex. Neely
Capehart Johnston, 8. C. O'Conor
Chapman Kefauver O'Mahoney
Chavez Kem Pepper
Connally Eerr Robertson
Cordon Kilgore Russell
Donnell Enowland Saltonstall
Douglas Langer Schoeppel
Downey Leahy Smith, Maine
Eastland Lodge Stennis
Ecton Long Taylor
Ferguson Lucas Thomas, Okla.
Fulbright McCarthy Thomas, Utah
George McClellan Thye
Graham McFarland Watkins
Green McKellar Wherry
Gurney MeMahon Wiley
Hayden Magnuson Williams
Hendrickson  Malone Young
Hickenlooper Martin

Hil Maybank

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I
shall take only a few moments in mak-
ing a statement about the Chapman
amendment.

I am indeed sorry I cannot agree with
the Senator from ZKentucky in his

amendment., The amendment is as fol-
lows:
Section 409 of title IV of the bill is

amended by adding a new subsection (F)
as follows:

“(F) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, any reductlon made in farm market-
ing quotas or acreage allotments for any kind
of tobacco because of a reduction from the
last established national marketing quota or
State acreage allotments shall be applied to
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all farms, except that any farm acreage allot-
ment for burley tobacco established pursu-
ant to Public Law 276, Seventy-eighth Con-
gress, as amended by Public Law 302, SBev-
enty-ninth Congress, shall not be reduced
for any year by more than one-tenth of an
acre helow the allotment last established for
the farm and no reduction shall be made in
any burley allotment of five-tenths of an
acre or less. This provision shall become
effective for the 1950 crop.”

Mr. President, according to the latest
information we have from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Tennessee has
80,7€9 farmers with burley tobacco acre-
age allotments. The total allotment for
Tennessee is only 89,594,

Under the present law 57,580 farmers
have nine-tenths of an acre or -less
planted in tobacco. These small tobacco
farmers are now protected by law, and
they ought to be protected by law. Think
of a farmer being told by law that he
cannot plant in tobacco more than nine-
tenths of an acre. Surely that is a re-
striction which ought not to be added to.
We ought not to make it harder on such
a farmer. So far as I can find out, the
fa-me:s with large acreage in burley to-
bacco and the farmers with small acre-
age in burley tobacco in my State and
in Kentucky—and the fight is between
the large tobacco growers and the small
tobacco growers—were satisfied with
this law and prospered remarkably un-
der it. The large tobacco growers have
grown rich under it. The small farm-
ers, the nine-tenths of an acre tobacco
growers, have raised enough for Christ-
mas money, and that is about all the cash
money they have to spend.

The purpose of the amendment is to
allow the department to cut down the
quota. I digress to say that this is not a
quota bill. I do not know whether the
amendment is subject to a point of order
or not. The bill is a price bill. And here
we have an amendment offered to a price
bill, without any hearing having been
had on it, without any evidence having
been introduced with respect to it, with-
out any discussion of it except in the last
few days, without any hearings at all
being had on it. Yet it is sought by the
amendment to put the burden of future
cuts on the nine-tenths-of-an-acre
farmer. I do not believe any Senator in
this body feels that to be right. A farm-
er may own 50 or 100 acres, yet under
the present law he is allowed to plant only
nine-tenths of an acre in tobacco. Surely
all that should be done by law in that
regard has been done in order to hold up
prices.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McKELLAR, Iyield.

Mr. FERGUSON. AsIunderstand the
Senator, there are many thousands of
small farmers with nine-tenths of an
acre or less in tobacco.

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes.

Mr. FERGUSON. Has the Senator
any idea what the cost to those farmers
really would be if the quota system were
placed upon them and they were re-
quired to cut their production one-tenth
of an acre?
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Mr. McKELLAR. The cost to them
would be considerable. No one knows
what the cost would be. My distinguished
friend, the Senator from Kentucky, pre-
sented the matter in such a smiling way
that seemingly nobody could object to
his proposal, but, as a matter of fact,
he said the question of money did not cut
any figure. If we adopt the amendment
the Senator from Michigan knows, since
he is a member of the Appropriations
Committee, that we will have a request
from the Department for a large appro-
priation to regulate the nine-tenths of
an acre tobacco farmers. Alarger appro-
priation will be required in order to regu-
late production.

Mr, CHAPMAN.
the Senator yield?

Mr. McEELLAR, I yield.

Mr, CHAPMAN. 1 am assured by the
Department officials who administer this
program that the adoption of the amend-
ment would not result in a penny of cost.

Mr. McCKELLAR. Idonotknow about
that. They have not testified on the
subject. Surely they ought to be allowed
to testify about it. I will say to the Sen-
ator that I shall seek to summon, or have
the committee summon these gentlemen
before the committee in order to get their
views on the subject. There have been
no hearings held on that matter. Is

Mr. President, will

that fair? When the last hearing on the

tobacco subject was held witnesses testi-
fied they were satisfied with the law as it
then was. The Senator from Eentucky
made a statement to the committee then.
There was no suggestion made that the
poor farmers producing less than nine-
tenths of an acre should be cut in their
acreage.

Mr, President, I hate to take any fur-
ther time on this subject. I cannot im-
agine how any Senator would vote to
prohibit a farmer from planting nine-
tenths of an acre of tobacco. I cannot
imagine that any Senator would vote for
a reduction in that amount of acreage.
That would be simply monstrous.

The Senator from Kentucky says there
are small tobacco growers in Kentucky,
and that is true. They are not in favor
of this proposal, however. The small
tobacco growers in Tennessee and Ken-
tucky are all opposed to it, and naturally
s0. The law prohibits the farmers in the
distriect of Tennessee where burley to-
bacco is raised from raising more than
nine-tenths of an acre of tobacco. The
Senator from EKentucky is undertaking
to have the Senate write into the bill,
which is a price bill, a quota provision.
He wants the Senate to take such action
without any evidence on the subject,
without any witnesses having testified
about the matter., The Senator from
Kentucky did not even appear before the
committee and testify on this particular
matter. There were no hearings on this
particular subject. Ihave had that mat-
ter looked up, and it was found no hear-
ings were held.

Mr, President, it is proposed to put the
burden which it is feared may be placed
on the big farmer, also on the small pro-
ducer. The big farmers have been tre-
mendously prosperous under the present

OCTOBER 7

law. The small farmers have been only
very moderately prosperous. They can-
not be more than moderately prosperous
because they cannot raise more than
about 500 pounds on nine-tenths of an
acre, That is really about as much as
they can raise. Yet it is proposed to cut
that almost in two. The Senator, by his
amendment, wants to reduce it to half
an acre. It is unthinkable that this
body would do anything of the sort. I
simply cannot believe it will do so.

Mr. President, occasionally I lobby
with other Senators for matters in which
I am interested. I have not lobbied
about this matter because it is simply
unthinkable to me that any Senator
would want to take away from the small
farmer the right to plant tobacco on
nine-tenths of an acre of his land.

Mr. President, if the amendment is
adopted it will mean that nearly 60,000
small Tennessee tobacco growers will be
deprived of one-half, or nearly one-half,
of their present very small acreage. To
these small farmers it is their principal
money crop. It gives them their Christ-
mas money. If they receive $100 under
the present law, the cut represented by
the amendment would reduce it to $60.
If they receive $500, the amount could
be reduced nearly one-half.

My friend the Senator from Eentucky
says the whole program will be in dan-
ger unless this reduction is made on the
small tobacco grower. He says unless
the reduction is made the whole plan will
be in jeopardy. Is it not remarkable, if
the whole tobacco program, which has
been a success up to now, and which wit-
nesses have testified has been a success,
should be in jeopardy, that witnesses
have not come before the committee and
testified to that effect? Would they not
come before the committees and testify
about it? Of course they would.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. McEELLAR. I yield.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I merely wish to
say, in connection with the last state-
ment, that the burley growers of Vir-
ginia do not think they will be in any
jeopardy if the Chapman amendment is
not adopted. They say that if that
amendment is adopted all small growers
will be in jeopardy. They feel that it
would be very unfair to the small growers.

Mr. McKELLAR. I thank the Sen-
ator for his comment. I think he is
entirely correct.

Mr. President, the Congress has here-
tofore established the rule that the allot-
ment shall Fe not less than nine-tenths
of an acre, a small amount indeed. My
friend the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
CHAPMAN] says that the whole plan will
be endangered unless this reduction is
made on the small tobacco grower. I
think he is entirely mistaken. He is
becoming scared too quickly. I thought
he would not be afraid. The large to-
bacco growers have enjoved the greatest
prosperity. Why does he want to change
the law at the last moment, without any
hearings? The law has worked well. I
hope the Senate will not agree to the
amendment. The law has been in effect
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for several years, and the large tobacco
growers have been very prosperous.

This is a fight between the large
growers and the many small growers
of tobacco. I hope Senators will not
aline themselves with the large growers.
The tobacco growers of my State are
overwhelmingly against this reduction.
I hope the Senate will not force them to
take a cut. With all the earnestness
with which I am capable, I urge Senators
not to cast their votes against the small
tobacco growers in Kentucky, Tennessee,
and other States where burley tobacco
is raised.

My friend the Senator from Kentucky
says that all growers ought to be treated
alike, That sounds very fine, but we
cannot treat them all alike. If we
treated them all alike it would not be
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necessary to have any law. If every
man could take what he pleased, we
would be without jobs. That is not
right. This is not the time to make a
change in the law. The change ought
to be postponed until there is opportunity
for hearing.

Mr. President, I ask Senators not to
vote for this amendment, but to defeat
it, and let us have a hearing on the
subject in January. If there is any dan-
ger it can be brought out then.

Mr. President, I ask to have inserted
in the REcorp, as a part of my remarks,
certain figures, together with a state-
ment with reference to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Eentucky
[Mr. CrapMaN] and other Senators.

There being no objection, the matters
were ordered printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

1947 burley allotment data—Jan. 14, 1948
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New burley tobacco allotment data

1048 1049
Rate Numbe Numbel
umber Number

of farms | ACTeAZ |y urme | Acreage
2 3 3 4.3
3 2 6 4.2
12 14 2 10.1
1 I 1 .8
87 42 119 65, 1
L] 17 5 12,1
1, 680 1, 001 2,370 | 1,172.4
46 a8 28 .2
200 04 540 154.6
213 108 183 73.0
Pennsylvania.... 1 1 1 1o
South Carolina. - 3 1 1 .8
Tennessee. .. ... 1,351 640 1,711 658. 1
(117 PO 158 48 243 93.5
West Virginia___. o4 206 44 18.4
Total--.... 3,007 2,126 5277 | 2,290.0

All burley farms Burley farms over 1 acre Burley farms 0.9 acre or less| Burley farms 0.5 acre or less
Total b e Total Total
otal acreage| ber of burley otal acreage| otal acrea)

Btate Number of |Total acreage| Burley farms | allotted to |farms having bllfr[;g\lfbfarrgfs allotted to hir:i‘en‘fr g.lr allotted to all

farms having | allotted to |baving burley| all burley |exactly Lacre | po ot o [ burley farms haviny :flotf burley farms

burley allot- | all burley | allotments |farmshaving lotment | onicor 0. | Baving allot- rnentgof 0.5 |having allot-

ments farms over 1 acre | over I acre acre or Joss | ment of 0.9 acre or less | mentsof 0.5

allotment acre or less acre or less

Alabama 107 a2 74 11 26 22 2 1
Arkansas, 105 81 64 6 54 35 18 6
Georgia. 122 102 4 11 10 108 81 25 8
Illinois 4 8 11 3 34 27 10 4
ndiana 9, 365 12, 110 3,812 7,944 208 5, 285 3, 808 1, 262 411
Kansas 111 367 L] 348 ] 16 14 0 0
T e R SRR RO 138, 959 311, 956 77, 089 262, 402 8,404 53, 426 40, 970 10, 537 4,253
Missouri 2,189 5, 1,308 b, 375 64 T 505 226 8l
North Carolina__ 14, 700 12, 834 2,622 4, 649 417 11, 751 7,768 4,002 1,038
Db s 10, 945 15, 644 4, 888 10, 900 20 5, 827 4,514 1,071 366
Oklahoma... X 5 1 5 0 0 0 0 0
Pennsylvania 7 4 7 0 0 0 0 0
South Carolinga. 15 1 1 15 10 b 2
Tennessee, 80, TR0 904 18,272 41, 470 4,937 &7, 580 43, 587 11, 950 4, 403
Virginia. ... 14,748 15,015 3,708 6, 7 606 10, 439 7,641 2,446 778
West Virginia 4,033 1,228 2 151 2,654 2,113 427 168
Total 276, 268 468, 560 113,128 342, 202 15, 203 147, 42 111,185 31, 990 11,519

Rounded to nearest acre.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR M'KELLAR

Mr, President, I am indeed sorry that I can=
not agree with my friend Vil CHAPMAN On
his amendment. The amendment is as
follows:

“Notwithstanding any other provision of
law any reduction made in farm marketing
quotas or acreage allotments for any kind of
tobaceco because of a reduction from the last
established national marketing quota or State
acreage allotment shall be applied to all farms
except that any farm acreage allotment for
burley tobacco established pursuant to Public
Law 726, Seventy-eighth Congress, as amend-
ed by Public Law 302, Seventy-ninth Con-
gress, shall not be reduced for any year by
more than one-tenth of an acre below the
allotment last established for the farm and
no reduction shall be made in any burley
allotment of five-tenths of an acre or less.
This provision shall become effective for the
1950 crop.”

Mr. President, Tennessee, according to the
latest information that we have from the
Department of Agriculture has 80,789 farmers
with burley tobacco acreage allotments. The
total allotment for Tennessee is only 89,994,
Under the present law there are 57,680 farm-
ers who have nine-tenths of 1 acre or less
planted in tobacco. These small tobacco
farmers are now protected by law,

The amendment of Senator CHAPMAN is
undertaking to have the Senate write in an
amendment to the bill this morning reduec-
ing this minimum acreage allotment to five-

tenths of an acre instead of nine-tenths of
an acre. You can thus see how adversely
this will affect Tennessee. It would mean
that nearly 60,000 small Tennessee tobacco
farmers would be deprived of nearly one-half
of this very small acreage. To these small
tobacco farmers it is their principal money
crop. It gives their their Christmas money.
Under the present law if they received $100
out of their tobacco crop, if this amendment
is agreed to, it would cut out 40 from the
$100.

The Congress has heretofore established the
rule that their allotment should not be cut
below nine-tenths of 1 acre—a small amount
indeed.

My friend, Senator CHAPMAN, says that the
whole plan will be in danger unless this re-
duction is made on the small tobacco grower.
I think he is entirely mistaken. This law
has been in effect for several years and the
large tobacco growers have been very pros-
perous, and the small tobacco growers, num-
bering about 4 to 1 in my State to the larger
growers, would virtually have nothing in the
way of a money crop. The tobacco growers of
my State are overwhelmingly against this cut.
I hope the Senate will not force them to take
this cut. I urge the Senate not to do so. My
friend says that we ought to treat all alike,
That sounds very reasonable but we ought
to take conditions as they are. We ought not
to deprive these small tobacco farmers of
fruit of their labor which we would do to
three-fourths of them if we allowed this cut
to apply equally to all,

I want to present the figures together with
letters from the Department and which show
the facts.

MEMORANDUM TO SENATOR M'KELLAR FROM
CONGRESSMAN GORE

Here are some of the facts I just stated to
you over the telephone. Tennessee, accord-
ing to the latest information I have from
the Department of Agriculture, has 80,789
farmers with burley tobacco acreage allot-
ments. The total allotment for Tennessee
is only 89,994,

Fifty-seven thousand five hundred and
eighty farmers have nine-tenths of an acre
or less (mostly nine-tenths of an acre which
is now protected by law).

Kentucky has 138,950 farmers with burley
tobacco acreage allotments. Kentucky's
total allotment amounts to 311,959 acres.

I was instrumental in securing enactment
of a bill about 6 years ago which prohibited
reduction of burley tobacco acreage allot-
ments below a given minimum (the legal
minimum is now nine-tenths of an acre).

Senator CHAPMAN is undertaking to have
the Agriculture Committee write in an
amendment to the bill this morning reduc-
Ing this minimum acreage alotment to five-
tenths of an acre. You can readily see how
adversely this will affect Tennessee. It would
mean that nearly 600,000 small Tennessee
farms in which the little nine-tenths of
tobacco crop is their Christmas money and
maybe just about their only cash crop would
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have thelr acreage allotments reduced. It
has been my position, and I hope you will
find yourself in agreement, that we should
give some protection and premium to the
small farm homestead, that the fellows with
larger farms and larger tobacco acreage
allotments could better stand the reduction
in acreage allotments.

After all, the farmers with nine-tenths of
an acre or less have less than one-fourth of
the total acreage allotments anyway.

Unless something is done right away I
fear the Agriculture Committee will approve
it today.

UNITED STATES DEPART=
MENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND MARKETING
ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D, C., April 13, 1948.
Hon. ALBeRT GORE,
House of Representatives.

DeAR Mr. Gore: This is in reply to your
letter of April 1 1949, addressed to Mr. J. E,
Thigpen, Director of our Tobacco Branch,
concerning minimum burley tobacco acreage
allotments.

Because of the continued excessive produc-
tion of burley tobacco, we have been con-
cerned over a satisfactory solution to the
problem of minimum allotments. It has
been our position for some time that the
minimum allotment provisions should be
eliminated if our burley tobacco program is
to continue on a sound and reasonably satis-
factory basis, For this reason, the Secretary
on June 17, 1947, and again on December 8,
1947, requested the enactment of legislation
which would eliminate minimum tobaceo al-
lotments. The attached letters addressed to
the Speaker of the House contained our rea-
sons for these requests. Similar letters were
addressed to the President pro tempore of the
Benate. BSince these requests were trans-
mitted to the Congress, the situation with
respect to burley tobacco supply and produc-
tion ‘'has become more acute and intensifies
the seriousness of this problem. Briefly
stated, burley crops have exceeded do-
mestic requirements and exports for 5 of
the past 6 years despite rather substantial
reductions in acreage allotments, and sup-
plies are now excessive. Continued produc-
tion in excess of disappearance can only re-
sult in the accumulation of additional sup-
plies and jeopardize continued success of
the quota and loan programs. For example,
the 1948 crop of burley tobacco amounted to
about 600,000,000 pounds with demands from
10 to 15 percent less than this quantity,
From this crop alone, mnearly 100,000,000
pounds of burley tobacco were placed under
price support loan. The total quantity of
burley tobacco now under loan is approxi-
mately 150,000,000 pounds, farm-sales-weight
basis.

Unless the 1949 crop of burley tobacco is
substantially smaller than the 1948 crop the
Becretary will be required to proclaim a
marketing quota for 1850 which would re-
sulf in material additional reduction in bur-
ley acreage allotments. Burley allotments in
1946 were reduced 10 percent and allotments
for 1947 were reduced generally about 20
percent below 1946 allotments. Special leg-
islative action permitted the reduction of the
minimum allotments by 10 percent in 1946.
When the larger allotments were reduced 20
percent in 1947 no reduction was imposed
upon farms having minimum allotments.
Of the total of 280,000 farms having burley
tobacco sllotments in 1949, about 157,000
now have immunity from any further re-
duction by having allotments of 0.9 acre or
less. Thus, it may be observed that what-
ever additional adjustments in allotments
become necessary these adjustments can be
made only upon a minority of the farms
now growing burley tobacco. With the sharp
upward trend in yields per acre growers with
minimum allotments are now producing and
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marketing substantially more burley tobacco
than ever before whereas the farms having
above minimum allotments are producing
and marketing proportionately less burley
than prior to the enactment of minimum al-
lotment provisions. Continued reduction on
farms having allotments above the minimum
with immunity to the majority of the burley
tobacco farms (that is, those farms having
allotments of nine-tenths acre or less), re-
sults in inequities which endanger the bur-
ley marketing quota program. It is our firm
belief that some solution to this question
must be reached within the near future if
the loan and quota programs are to be main-
tained.

The average acreage allotment per farm
for all burley tobacco is approximately 1.6
acres. All tobacco production involves use
of a great deal of hand labor, and the pay-
ment which producers get for their tobacco
is primarily for the labor they put into
producing it. The labor on farms having
allotments above nine-tenths acre, barring
differences of efficiency, is about the same
per pound of tobacco as the labor on farms
having smaller allotments.

In our judgment, the marketing quota and
price-support operations are helpful to farm-
ers having burley allotments of nine-tenths
acre or less just as they are to farmers hav-
ing larger allotments. Consequently, if pe-
riodic adjustment of allotments upward or
downward is necessary, then it seems that
growers with allotments of nine-tenths acre
or less should be willing to participate in
these adjustments. We belleve the supply-
demand situation for burley tobacco may
become such if there is a good crop this year
that downward adjustment of allotments may
be urgently needed and that it is wise to con-
sider modifying the minimum-allotment
provisions so that the program can be carried
forward.on a sound basis and continue to be
helpful to all tobacco growers.

Bincerely yours,
Frang K. WoOLLEY,
Deputy Administrator.

Hon, JoserPE W. MARTIN, Jr.,
Speaker, House of Representatives.

Dear Mg. SpEAKER: This Department rec-
commends the enactment of legislation to
amend the provisions of the Agricultural Ad-
Justment Act of 1038, as amended, relating to
minimum farm-acreage allotments and in-
creases in small tobacco-acreage allotments.

Public Law 337, Seventy-sixth Congress,
approved August 7, 1939 (63 Stat. 1261), pro-
vides, in part, that except for “new” tobaceco
farms or a farm operated, controlled, or di-
rected by a person who also operates, con=-
trols, or directs another farm on which tobac-
co is produced, the farm-acreage allotment
shall be increased by the smaller of (1) 20
percent of such allotment, or (2) the per-
centage by which the normal yleld of such
allotment 1s less than 38,200 pounds in the
case of flue-cured tobacco, and 2,400 pounds
in the case of other kinds of tobacco. This
provision had the effect of superseding the
minimum-quota provisions of subsection (b)
of section 313 of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938. The Department has understood
this provision to require its application only
with respect to the farm allotments estab-
lished for the first marketing year in which
quotas are applicable following the enact-
ment of the provision. The provision has
been applied in the case of each of the kinds
of tobacco for which quotas are now in effect
and is, therefore, considered as being no
longer applicable.

Public Law 43, Beventy-eighth Congress,
approved April 29, 1943 (57 Stat. 69), provides,
in part, that the burley tobacco-acreage al-
lotment which would otherwise be estab=
lished for any farm having a burley acreage
allotment in 1942 shall not be less than one-
half acre. Public Law 276, Beventy-eighth
Congress, approved March 31, 1944 (568 Stat.
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136), provides, in part, that the burley to-
bacco-acreage allotment which would other-
wise be established for any farm having a
burley tobacco-acreage allotment in 1943
shall not be less than 1 acre or 25 percent of
the cropland, whichever is the smaller,

The declared purpose of the Congress in
providing for these minimum allotments was
to increase the production of burley tobacco
cn those farms where additional tobacco
could be produced without adversely aflect-
ing the production of essentlal food and fiber
crops so vitally needed during the war. The
Department interposed no objection to these
minimum-acreage provisions, but we have
always pointed out the danger of establishing
minimums at too high a level, since tobacco
acreages on most farms are small in relation
to other crops and even on those farms pro-
ducing larger acreages of tobacco, the acre-
age per family is small,

Public Law 302, Seventy-ninth Congress,
approved February 19, 1946, o0 Stat. 21, au-
thorized reduction of the 1946 national mar-
keting quota and the State and farm acreage
allotments for burley tobacco but provided
that no farm acreage allotment of 1 acre or
less could be reduced by more than 10 per-
cent. Therefore, the allotments of nine-
tenths acre or less established for small bur-
ley tobacco farms cannot be reduced in the
future regardless of the extent of reductions
in the national marketing quota and the re-
sulting reductions in larger acreage allot-
ments,

These minimum allotment provisions were
beneficial to small burley growers during the
war years but it is our opinion that the pur-
poses for which the provisions were enacted
have been accomplished. The production of
burley tobacco has exceeded disappearance
during each of the past 3 years, and a bur-
densome surplus has recently developed. All
farm acreage allotments were reduced 10 per-
cent in 1946. Allotments for 1947 were re-
duced generally about 20 percent below 1946
allotments, except that 1946 allotments of
nine-tenths acre or less were not reduced in
1947. In 1947 there are approximately 276,-
000 farms having burley allotments totaling
477,000 acres. This means that the average
acreage allotment per farm is 1.7 acres and
when broken down on a family basis means
about 1 acre per family. If it is necessary to
reduce allotments further in 1948, or in any
subsequent year, as now appears likely, there
will be a serious inequity if the reduction is
not shared by all farms.

The total 1947 tobacco allotment for each
kind of tobacco are less than the 1946 allot-
ments, and present indications are that a
further reduction will be required in 1948,
We do not believe that it was the intention
that allotments for one group of farms would
be increased, or remain unchanged, each
year while the acreage required for making
such increases would necessarily come from
the acreage which would otherwise be used
for establishing allotments for another group
of farms, especially when the total acreage
expected to be available for establishing al-
lotments is less than in the preceding year.

There is attached a proposed bill which will
amend the provisions of the act with respect
to minimum farm acreage allotments and in-
creases in small allotments.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it
has no objection to the submission of this
recommendation.

Bincerely yours,
CLINTON P. ANDERSON,
Secretary.

——

A bill to amend the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938, as amended, and for other
purposes
Be it enacted, etc., That section 313 of the

Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1838, as

amended (U. 8. C. 1940 ed. and Supp. V, title

T, sec. 1813), is amended: (1) by striking out
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the third proviso in subsection (a) thereof
and inserting a period in lieu of the colon
following the word “practices"”; (2) by strik-
i::g out the proviso in subsection (b) thereof
and inserting a period in lieu of the colon
following the word ‘‘tobacco”; and (3) by
striking out the second sentence of subsec-
tion (g) thereof.

‘Sgc. 2. Public Law 276, Seventy-eighth
Congress, approved March 31, 1944 (58 Stat.
136), is amended by striking from the next to
the last paragraph the language following the
enacting clause and by striking from the last
paragraph the word “resolved” and the com-
ma immediately following.

DEcCEMBER 8, 1947,
Hon. JosepH W, MARTIN, Jr.,
Speaker, House of Representatives.

DeArR MRr. SPEAKER: In a letter addressed to
you on June 17, 1947, the Department rec=
ommended legislation to amend the pro-
visions of the Agricultural Adjustment Act
of 1938, as amended, relating to minimum
farm acreage allotments and increases in
small tobacco acreage allotments. The same
recommendation was made to the President
pro tempore of the Senate and S. 1530 was
introduced by the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry, June 30,
1947.

We have today addressed a letter to the
President pro tempore of the Senate renew-
ing our recommendation for enactment of
the amendments contained in 8. 1530 and
recommend further that the language of
the bill be changed to provide that the
amendments become effective with respect to
the farm acreage allotments established for
the 1948-49 marketing year.

It was stated in our letter of June 17, that
“If it is necessary to reduce allotments fur-
ther in 1948, or in any subsequent year, as
now appears likely, there will be a serlous
inequity if the reduction is not shared by
all.”

Under the provisions of the act, flue-cured
tobacco acreage allotments for 1948 will be
about 28 percent less than in 1947, burley
10 percent, fire-cured 35 percent, and dark
alr-cured 25 percent.

In view of these drastic reductions in the
total acreages to be allotted for the several
kinds of tobacco, we agaln recommend that
the act be amended as provided in 8. 1530
and that the amendments be made applica-
ble to allotments established for the 1948-49
marketing year,

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it
has no objection to the submission of this
recommendation.

Sincerely yours,
N. E. Donp,
Acting Secretary.

Mr. HOEY, Mr. President, I have
listened with a great deal of interest to
the very strong presentation of this ques-
tion by the distinguished Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. Cuapman]. Ithink there
is a great deal of force in what he has to
say, but there is one reason why I think
this amendment should not be adopted,
and that is that this is not a bill to regu-
late acreage.

When we had before us a measure
dealing with cotton, we passed a separate
bill, and everyone had an opportunity to
be heard. The question was determined,
and the bill was passed by the Congress.
Here is a bill which deals with price sup-
ports. No one has had an opportunity
to be heard on the subject of this amend-
ment,

In North Carolina there are 15,800
burley tobacco growers. The average
acreage is six-tenths of an acre. This

proposal, of course, would take away one-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

tenth, and leave the small grower with
only half an acre. I do not believe that
the small growers should be so vitally
affected without having an opportunity
to be heard.

I know that the Senator from Ken-
tucky knows more about the tobacco sit-
uation than does any other Member of
Congress., He has rendered great serv-
ice to the tobacco industry; he has been
a great friend of the tobacco grower; but
I believe that it would be a mistake, in
this bill, to adopt the pending amend-
ment and provide for the proposed cut in
acreage without giving the small growers
an opportunity to be heard.

It is true that some of the farm repre-
sentatives say that it is a good thing to
do. It is true that those in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture say that it is a good
thing, I think the Senator from Ken-
tucky is absolutely correct in saying that
we shall have to make a reduction in
burley acreage. I think it would be fair
to consider whether or not all growers
should share in the cut. My position is
that I do not believe we should take this
step and enforce a reduction on the small
growers without giving them the oppor-
tunity to be heard. They have not ap-
peared before the committee at all, The
subject has never been discussed by the
committee. I think it would be mani-
festly unfair to adopt such an amend-
ment at the close of the session.

I do not see why, when the Congress
meets in January, a hearing could not be
held upon a bill, giving both sides an op-
portunity to be heard. Certainly there
is to be a referendum before that time,
so that would not interfere with the ref-
erendum. There are more of the small
tobacco growers than of the large grow-
ers. Therefore, they would vote for the
referendum. They would still be subject
to any law which might be enacted in
the future to regular acreage.

Therefore, under all the circumstances,
I do not believe that we should adopt
this amendment. I know the fine mo-
tives of the Senator from Kentucky. I
know of his intense interest in this sub-
ject. I do not believe that the tobacco
program is going to be wrecked. I think
the situation can be remedied, in fairness
and justice to all concerned.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I
shall not ask the indulgence of the Sen-
ate for more than a few minutes to speak
about this problem.

The basic law upon which extended
hearings were held, Public Law 302 of the
Seventy-ninth Congress, provided that
the allotment of the small tobacco grower
should not be reduced to less than nine-
tenths of an acre. So far as the hearings
before Congress show, that was an agree-
ment reached after extensive hearings in
the various burley States. Even since
that time the burley tobacco representa-
tives have said that they are satisfied
with the program, and that they do not
want the program changed. That is true
so far as the records of Congress are con-
cerned, although some may tell us that
changes should be made.

As was stated by the distinguished
senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
Hoey], the success of the tobacco pro-
gram has been due to the fact that to-
bacco growers in all the States have been
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able to reach an agreement. They have
been able to iron out their differences in
various meetings, so that when they came
to Congress they were united in their
purpose.

As has been stated, the tobacco pro-
gram has never cost the Government a
cent, but that has been due, I think, to
the grassroots approach to the whole
problem. In the various States and sec-
tions discussions have been held, and the
growers have come to Congress with a
unified and fully supported program.

My distinguished friend from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Cuapman], for whom I have
the greatest respect, is an authority on
the subject. He believes that if this
amendment is not adopted the whole
program may collapse.

Let us consider two things. In the
first place, no one has come before any
committee of Congress to say that he is
dissatisfied with the program. Secondly,
there are more of the small growers than
there are of the large growers. In Ten-
nessee there are 57,000 tobacco growers
holding allotments of 0.9 of an acre, out
of 80,000 allotments. Unless the small
growers are given an opportunity to be
heard, there is likelihood that they may
vote against any allotments, and that
would be a catastrophe to the program.
They are entitled to be heard on this
question. The great success of this pro-
gram has resulted because everyone has
been considered, and the growers have
come to Congress in agreement.

As has been stated by my distinguished
colleague from Tennessee [Mr, McKEL-
LAR], this is not an allotment bill. I have
looked through the hearings, and not one
person has testified about tobacco allot-
ments—no small grower, no large grow-
er, no Member of the Senate, or anyone
else. Should this action be taken with-
out giving the growers an opportunity to
be heard?

As we all know, there is a tendency in
the country today toward mechanized
farming. It has always been the policy
of the Nation to give some little incen-
tive to the small homesteader, who has a
few acres, a little house, and usually
plenty of children. It has been our pol-
icy to give him some kind of a break.
But during recent years we have been
alarmed by the growth in the acreage of
farms, which has resulted from mech-
anized farming. There has been a tend-
ency away from the small homestead,
which is a part of the foundation upon
which our great Nation has been built.
That is the reason for the nine-tenths of
an acre exemption,

Mr. CHAPMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield.

Mr. CHAPMAN. I should like to ask
the distinguished junior Senator from
Tennessee if he thinks there ought to be
an acreage exemption in connection with
other types of tobacco, and also in con-
nection with wheat, cotton, corn, and
other crops.

Mr, KEFAUVER. Iwillsay tothe dis-
tinguished Senator that that is getting
into the broad question of acreage allot-
ment, That is the reason why I say we
ought to have a hearing. There is a good
reason for allowing the small growers an
exemption.
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Mr. CHAPMAN. Does the Senator
believe that my question is pertinent to
the remarks which prompted the ques-
tion?

Mr. EEFAUVER. It is pertinent. I
say that we should not change the law
without giving everyone concerned an
opportunity to be heard.

Mr.GRAHAM. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield.

Mr. GRAHAM. Is there not an ex-
emption of 3 acres in the case of cotton?

Mr., KEEFAUVER. I believe there is
an exemption of 3 acres for cotton; that
is correct.

Mr. President, the present program has
been agreed to and has been passed upon
by Congress. Are we going to change it
now, without letting any 1 of the 57,000
small growers in Tennessee have an op-
portunity to be heard? The great dan-
ger to the tobacco program lies in the
possibility of having a change made
without providing an opportunity for
those who are directly affected to be
heard, either individually or through
their associations or representatives in
Congress.

Mr. President, because of the improve-
ments in agricultural methods—the in-
creased use of machinery sprays, and so
forth—the farmer raises more tobacco
today on a given acreage of land than
he formerly raised. Tobacco is the cash
crop of great numbers of small farmers.
I think the testimony shows that the
average small farmer who raises tobacco
gets about $500 out of nine-tenths of an
acre of land planted to tobacco. In the
hills of eastern Tennessee, $500 does not
go very far in the case of a man who has
a large family.

So I think the change now proposed
would be a step in the wrong direction,
particularly when we wish to build up
the homesteader, the small farmer,

At any rate, Mr. President, whatever
merit there may be in the proposal now
before the Senate, it will not suffer if
action on it is delayed until everyone
can have an opportunity to be heard re-
garding it. The tobacco growers, large
and small, have always prided themselves
upon being able to reach agreement
after full discussion. On the other hand,
if legislation on this subject is summarily
enacted, without giving them an oppor-
tunity to be heard, such legislation is
liable to do much damage and is liable to
have a very destructive effect on the en-
tire tobacco program.

So I urge the Senate at least to post-
pone a decision on this matter until all
the facts can be submitted.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I
simply wish to say that 1 am in favor
of postponing the vote on this amend-
ment until all groups of growers have
had an opportunity to be heard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the senior Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. CaapMan], [Putting the
question.]

Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. CHAPMAN. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and

the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Humphrey Millikin
Anderson Hunt Morse
Baldwin Johnson, Colo. Mundt
Butler Johnson, Tex. Murray
Byrd Johnston, 8. C, Neely
Capehart Kefauver O'Conor
Chapman Kem O'Mahoney
Connally Eerr Pepper
Cordon Klilgore Robertson
Donnell Knowland Russell
Douglas Langer Baltonstall
Downey Leahy Schoeppel
Eastland Lodge Smith, Maine
Ecton Long Btennis
Ferguson Lucas Taylor
Fulbright McCarthy Thomas, Okla.
Graham McClellan Thomas, Utah
Green McFarland Thye
Gurney McKellar Watkins
Hayden McMahon Wherry
Hendrickson  Magnuson Wiley
Hickenlooper Malone Williams
Hill Martin Young
Hoey Maybank
Holland Miiler

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A

quorum is present. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by
the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr,
CHAPMAN].

Mr. CHAPMAN. Iask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the Chief Clerk called the roll.

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. Cravezl, the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], and
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr,
Myers], are detained on official business,

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELLENDER] is absent because of a death in
his family.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Frear], the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SpargMAN], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. McCarran], and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. TypinGs]l are absent by
leave of the Senate on official business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]
is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Xentucky [Mr.
Wirrers] is absent on public business.

I announce further that on this vote
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr,
Witaers]l, who would vote “yea" if
present, is paired with the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Brincesl, who
would vote “nay"” if present.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Maine [Mr, BREWSTER],
the Senator from New York [Mr. Dur-
1Es], the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
Reepl, and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VANDENBERG], are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER]
is absent on official business with leave
of the Senate.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr,
Franpers], and the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. SmiTH] are absent on official
business with leave of the Senate. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Vermont and the Senator from New Jer-
sey would each vote “nay.”

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT],
and the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. ToseY] are necessarily absent. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New Hampshire would vote “nay.”
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The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr,
Brincesl, who is absent because of ill-
ness, is paired with the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr, Witaers]. If present and
voting, the Senator from New Hampshire
would vote “nay” and fhe Senator from
EKentucky would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Washington [Mr.
Cainl, and the Senator from New York
[Mr. Ives] are detained on official busi-
ness. If present and voting, the Senator
from Washington would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
NER] is absent on official business.

The result was announced—yeas 22,
nays 51, as follows:

YEAS—22
Anderson Johnson, Colo. MeClellan
Capehart Johnson, Tex. McFarland
Chapman Johnston, 8. C. Millikin
Connally Kem Mundt
Eastland Kerr O'Conor
Fulbright Langer Russell
Holland Lucas
Hunt McCarthy
NAYS—b61

Alken Hoey Neely
Baldwin Humphrey O'Mahoney
Butler Kefauver Pepper
Byrd Kilgore Robertson
Cordon Enowland Baltonstall
Donnell Leahy Schoeppel
Douglas Lodge Bmith, Malne
Downey Long Btennis
Ecton McKellar Taylor
Ferguson McMahon Thomas, Okla.
Graham Magnuson Thomas, Utah
Green Malone Thye
Gurney Martin Watkins
Hayden Maybank Wherry
Hendrickson  Miller Wiley
Hickenlooper Morse Williams

Murray Young

NOT VOTING—23

Brewster Frear Bmith, N. J.
Bricker George Sparkman
Bridges Gillette Taft
Cain Ives Tobey
Chavez Jenner Tydings
Dulles McCarran Vandenberg
Ellender Myers Withers
Flanders Reed

So Mr. CuapMmaN's amendment was
rejected.

UNITED STATES POLICY TOWARD RUSSIA

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I have
found no established military authority
willing to say that we can hold any part
of BEurope at this time if Russia started
to move into that area. Yet it would
seem from press reports and from the
results of the British, Canadian, United
States conferences that our State De-
partment is seriously considering storing
atom bombs in England.

That would be a grave error until such
time as it is certain that Europe can be
held against any attack, and, in addition,
until we know just what attitude England
and Europe are going to take toward
Soviet Russia in preparation to with-
stand such attack.

It is well known that England and the
Marshall plan countries have made near-
ly 100 trade treaties with Russia and the
countries behind the iron curtain since
the close of World War II, and that both
England and France have with Russia
nonaggression pacts on the order of the
North Atlantic Pact.

The information that Russia has the
atom bomb should have surprised no
one. The only surprise is that anyone
should have been surprised, since we
knew that Russia fell heir to some of the
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outstanding German scientists, men who
\were near that discovery before the war
ended. If the Russians do not have the
atomic bomb now, it is well known that
they will have it soon. The lack of in-
dustrial facilities with which to manufac-
ture it in sufficient quantities is the real
cause of the delay.

But, since England and the Marshall
plan or ECA countries are sending Rus-
sia and the iron curtain countries all
kinds of machinery, including engines
and power machinery, through their
trade treaties to consolidate the Russian
gains behind the curtain and also to
consolidate their gains in China and in
Asia, much of the needed atom bomb in-
dustrial machinery and equipment will be
included in such shipments, and will de-
finitely hasten the day when Russia will
be able to compete with us in the manu-
facture of atom bombs.
|i Now we have the picture of England
pressing us to recognize the Communist
government of China, indicating that
England intends to extend such recogni-
tion in the very near future,
| It may be pertinent to inquire at this
time if our State Department considers
the Russia bordering on northern China
to be the same Russia bordering on east-
ern Europe; and, if so, how we can offi-
cially recognize a Red China Government
dominated by the Russians, and at the
same time be getting ready to fight the
Russia east of Europe.
| It is time that the American people
and, above all, the Congress of the United
States, caught up with this double-deal-
ing strategy and make up their minds just
what the American policy should be, and
quit adopting without question, without
even a close inspection, all the ready-
made European programs as fast as they
are thrown at us.
¢ Mr. President, the proposal to store
the atom bomb in England or anywhere
in Europe, and the apparent absence of
serious efforts to control the entire atom-
bomb program, could result in a grave
danger to the peace of the world. That
proposal could take its place alongside
the two major mistakes of the century,
which were made at Yalta, where the
Russians were allowed to take over Man-
churia, thus giving them a foothold in
China, and were also allowed to occupy
Berlin, thus obtaining a foothold in west-
ern Europe, while at the same time no
provision was made for access to Berlin
by the other nations.

i Mr. President, in connection with these
remarks, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed at this point in the ReEcorp
8 clipping from the New York Journal
American of October 5.

{ There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be prinfed in the RECorb,
as follows:

AN ABANDONMENT OF DEMOCRACY

Danger is great that this country may com-
mit one of the gravest blunders in history
by stock-piling atom bombs in England under
the North Atlantic Treaty and at the same
time establishing international control of
atomic energy through the United Nations.,

The American plan for atomic-energy con=
trol would have made Soviet Russia a par=-
ticipant in scientific development and in-
dustrial usage of fissionable materials.

But it would also have forbidden future
manufacture of atomic weapons and required
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preventive Inspactions, in Russla as well as
elsewhere,

When the plan was presented, this country
alone had the bomb, but Russia was working
on its production—and was also stealing some
of our secrets.

Russia accordingly rejected the American
plan with its inspection feature, demanding
instead that all existing bombs be destroyed
before any control at all was adopted.

This would have meant, according to So-
viet practice, that the United States would
disarm itself while Russia secretly continued
to arm for atomic warfare.

Under these conditions, this country
should have continued to stock pile the bomb
in America and to keep the bomb in our
sole custody.

The North Atlantic Alliance, of which we
later became a member, was entered into,
of course, because of the Soviet military
menace,

Under the treaty, a joint defense program
was devised in which long-range bombing
and delivery of the atom bomb became our
strategic role.

Consequently, the absolute security of the
bomb was made our security more than ever.

Moreover, the completion of the B-36
superplane gave our Air Force the means
of delivering atom bombs wherever there
might be a target.

Nonetheless, as long ago as in mid-August
it was disclosed at Washington that high
United States officials were considering a
project to make England our atom-bomb
base in order to shorten the distance to
Russia.

The Atomic Energy Act of 1946 forbids the
exportation of fissionable material, which is
the explosive core of the bomb.

However, it was said that the President
could ship the finished bomb anywhere, and
that the foreign stock pile would be guarded
by us.

Since then, the State Department has con-
tinued to seek atomic energy control in the
United Nations.

If the Department should succeed, Russla
would obtain our atomic secrets and might
have something to say about the use of our
own weapons.

This complicated situation has grown
more complicated because of the discussions
with Great Britain and Canada about shar-
ing atom-bomb techniques and materials, or
even sharing the bomb itself.

In view of the facts that, under any pro-
spective agreement, our bombs would be in
England, with the British Labor Govern-
ment sharing our control, we would be put-
ting ourselves in a very precarlous condition,

For one thing, we might find that we had
succeeded in giving the bomb away at last.

For another thing, we would be placing
& very unsafe reliance in Marxism.

The British Labor Government is a Soclal-
ist government, ideologically more akin to
Moscow than it is to Washington.

We think or pretend to think that the
Soclalist Government of England will unite
with us on any question involving the rights
of free peoples.

But we have seen how little the present
government of England regards our interests
in the recent Russian treaties with Great
Britain, all of which have been for the ad-
vantage of Russia and to the detriment of
the United States.

By reason of these Sovlet-British relations,
therefore, stock-piling the bomb in England
is putting the stock pile under the control
of the Big Three nations.

And this devious ‘method of transferring
control of the greatest physical force in the
world is actually putting the destiny of all
the peoples of Europe, Asia, and America in
the hands of the Socialist government of
England and the Communist government of
Russia, constituting together the majority in
the control of atom bombs.
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This means the complete abandonment of
democracy to the communistic government
of Russia and the soclalistic government of
England whenever they choose to substitute
despotism for democracy in any section of
the world,

Mr. MALONE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the REcorp a clipping from
the San Francisco Examiner of Septem-
ber 24, covering a part of the whole
three-phase precgram, or the three-ring
circus, as it is referred to in the edito-
rial—namely, to have an international
conference going on at one place, while
at another place a discussion is held re-
garding a proposal to extend the so-
called Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act
of 1934, so as further to lower our tariffs
and import fees and to open the markets
of the United States to all the other na-
tions of the world; and at the same time,
as the third part of the three-ring circus,
as it is referred to in the editorial, a pro-
gram is being made and concluded, at a
conference between Britain and Russia,
for the shipment of additional goods to
Russia, which thus will enable Russia
further to consolidate the gains she has
made behind the iron curtain, including
her gains in Red China.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

THREE RINGS, BUT NOT A CIRCUS

The monetary and economic crisis in Great
Britain has taken so many turns that it is
somewhat like watching the distracting per-
formances in a three-ring circus to attempt
to keep track of them.

But unfortunately, while there is an ele-
ment of international drama in this situa-
tion, it is definitely not entertaining to the
American people, although they are most defi-
nitely paying for the performance.

The center ring, and undoubtedly the cen-
ter of attention, has been the Washington
conference between British and American
statesmen seeking agreement on the new
forms of assistance to be extended to Great
Britain by the United States In view of the
exhaustion of previous grants of assistance.

But there has been a second performance
in Washington to which the American people
should have pald more attention—the all-
out and finally successful effort of the Tru-
man administration to persuade Congress to
reinstate the Reclprocal Trade Agreements
Act of the earller New Deal days.

The effect of the reinstatement of the Re-
clprocal Trade Agreements Act, now ap-
proved by both Houses of Congress, will be
to drastically reduce or to entirely eliminate
the protective tariffis which safeguard
American workers and industries against im-
ported foreign goods produced under condi-
tions of peonage and even slave labor, and
which thus safeguard and sustaln our
American standards of living and our sys-
tem of high wages and quality goods which
supports those essential standards,

Since the reduction or removal of Ameri-
can protective tariffs is one of the main
things the British negotiators have sought
at the Washington conference, it is perfectly
evident that the American negotiators were
not only willing to concede the point but had
actually done so in advance,

But it is the third performance that really
fills'out the background for this whole show.

At the very same time the British and
American negotiators have been meeting in
‘Washington end the Truman administration
has launchec its reciprocal trade-agreement
program in Congress, it has been formally
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announced in London that the new British-
Russian trade agreement is now in force.

Under this agreement, shipments of Rus-
slan barley, corn, and oats will soon be ar-
riving in Great Britain, and during the term
of the agreement a total of 1,000,000 long
tons of Russian grain will be delivered—to
the very grave depletion of foreign markets
in which American grains may be sold.

In addition to grains, Russia has under-
taken to sell timber, potash, chemicals, and
canned fish to Great Britain, still further
depleting the foreign markets of the United
States.

But much more significantly, under the
same agreement Russia will in its turn soon
be receiving industrial machinery, electrical
eguipinent, ships, steel rails, and transport
facilities from Great Britain.

And of course all of these products are
available to Russia in Great Britain only
because of the assistence we have given in
the past, and will only continue to be avail-
able if we continue to give assistance.

All of which has persuaded SBenator Ma-
LonE, of Nevada, that—

“There is something very fishy about this
whole deal.

“The British conference was accurately
timed to coineide with the scheduled recipro-
cal trade agreement fight in the Senate.

“While the public is keeping its eye on the
British attempt to make a new rald on the
Treasury, the Internationalist will sneak the
reciprocal trade law through.

“As it will give the British our markets
and world trade, it is worth more to them
than a gift of gold.”

And as Senator MILLiIN, of Colorado, has
suggested, our cooperation with Great Brit-
ain should at least be kept on a “two-way-
street basis.”

“Let us keep our strength at home,"” urged
Benator MILLIKIN.

“We cannot take on our hands all the
infirmities of the world.”

STABILIZATION OF PRICES OF AGRICUL~
TURAL COMMODITIES

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 5345) to amend the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, and for other purposes.

Mr. YOUNG obtained the floor.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. 1 yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, as I
understand, the amendment of the Sen-
ator from North Dakota is the last im-
portant amendment to be voted upon. A
number of Senators have called upon
me and expressed the hope that we might
_ conclude the consideration of this bill
this afternoon. Some of them would
like to get away to go to various sections
of the country. I am wondering if it
would be possible to agree to a unani-
mous-consent request to vote at 4 o’clock.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. 1 yield. S

Mr, WHERRY. Mr, President, I hope
we may be able to get a unanimous-
consent agreement to vote on the bill this
afternoon. Several Senators have ex-
pressed a desire to vote this afternoon.
If the bill goes over until Monday some
of those Senators cannot be present.

The bill has been pretty well debated,
and I think that if we could get a unani-
mous-consent agreement sometime this
afternoon it would be beneficial to all
interested in this farm legislation. I
hope the Senator from North Dakota, if
he contemplates objecting, will withhold
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his objection or, if he cannot agree to
4 o'clock, can suggest an hour which
would be acceptable.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. LANGER. I should like to know
whether or not any Senator is going
to propose the Brannan plan.

Mr. LUCAS. I cannot answer the dis-
tinguished Senator. So far as the Sen-
ator from Illinois is concerned, he is not
going to propose it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is ob-
jection heard?

Mr. LANGER. Does the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry know whether any
Senator is going to offer the Brannan
plan?

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. I have
been asked a direct question, and I shall
have to make a direct reply. In the
event the Young-Russell amendment
shall be offered and defeated, then I shall
offer the Brannan plan.

Mr. LANGER. Mr, President, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The Senator from North
Dakota will proceed.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the majority leader yield for another
question? I

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One mo-
ment. Senators will please resume their
seats.

Mr. WHERRY. I ask the distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota if he
will yield that I may propound another
inquiry.

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I wonder what the
majority leader would feel about making
a unanimous-consent request for a vote
on the so-called Young-Russell amend-
ment at some hour.

Mr. LUCAS. In view of what the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma said, it is apparent
that we cannot finish the bill this after-
noon. I am wondering if we could make
an agreement to vote on Monday at, say,
2 o'clock,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if that
is the intention of the majority leader,
I hope he will withhold the request until
after we have had a vote on the so-called
Young-Russell amendment.

Mr. LUCAS. Can we not vote at 3:30
on the amendment, I ask the Senator
from North Dakota?

Mr. YOUNG. I think so.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I do
not think I shall object, but I think we
can vote at 3:30 o'clock, or 3 o'clock,
without any agreement, unless some Sen-
ator expects to speak at length, and I
know nothing about any such intention.
Inasmuch as we cannot get an agreement
to vote on the bill, I think we might as
well proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator object?

Mr. RUSSELL. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I wish to
announce now that in the event we do not
finish the bill by 6 o’clock this evening,
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under the agreement I have had with
other Senators we will have to take a re-
cess until Monday next. Ithink Senators
should know that at this time. I have
agreed that there shall be no session
tomorrow, and that there will be no night
session. It will mean that if necessary
we will have to go on with the bill on
Monday next.

Mr. WHERRY. Mor. President, will the
Senator from North Dakota yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I appreciate the re-
marks of the majority leader. I know he
is attempting to get a vote on the amend-
ments, in an effort to dispose of the farm
legislation today. Of course, as to the
amendment which is to be offered again
by the distinguished Senator from Norih
Dakota [Mr. Youwnc], I understand in
conjunction with the distinguiched
junior Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
sELL], it seem:c to me that inasmuch as
the amendment has been debated, and
was voted on several times a day or two
ago, it would not take too much debate
on the amendment to get it out of the
way. I had hoped we could get a unani-
mous-consent agreement on that amend-
ment. I might state to the majority
leader that I have persuaded several
Senators to remain here, Senators who
have to leave this afternoon, and some
of them cannot possibly be here Mon-
day. Iwould deeply appreciate it if, after
we take a vote on the amendment of the
Senator from North Dakota and the Sen-
ator from Georgia, we could try to finish
the bill today before a recess is taken.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, President, I can
assure the Senator that I shall not take
any great time on the amendment or on
the bill, and I do not know of any other
Senator who will, but it seems to me this
one amendment has been singled out for
a unanimous-consent request, after ob-
jection has been made to fixing a time for
a vote on the bill. I regard this amend-
ment as being of vital importance. Of
course, other Senators differ with me, but
I think we can vote on it by 3 o'clock if
we run along in the normal course.

Mr. LUCAS. Does the Senator object?

Mr. RUSSELL. Iwould prefer that we
run along. We may vote by 3 o’clock.
We may save time by not having a unani-
mous-consent agreement,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard. The Senator from North
lf:l)akota. has been recognized, and has the

00r,

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, on behalf
of myself and the junior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Russerr]l, I send to the
desk an amendment to Senate bill 2522
and ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the amendment. :

The LecistATIVE CLErRk. In the com-
mittee amendment, on page 3, line 3,
after “(1) ", it is proposed to insert ““(A).”

On page 3, between lines 8 and 9, it is
proposed to insert the following:

(B) The level of support t. cooperators
ghall be 90 percent of the parity price for a

crop of any basic agricultural commodity for
which marketing gquotas are in effect.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, at the
outset I wish to take exception to the
statement made by the able Senator
from Vermont [Mr. Aigen] last Tuesday
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when he said that the wheat farmers
and the cotton farmers had ganged up
against the other farmers of the coun-
try. Obviously that statement was de-
signed to stir up sectionalism, and turn
one segment of agriculture against an-
other. I deeply resent all of its impli-
cations.

Ever since I came to the Senate I have
been working very closely with the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. RusseLL]l, be-
cause he and I think more nearly alike
on agriculture than any other two Mem-
bers of the Senate. We joined in a fight
for farm housing, rural electrification,
soil conservation, and many other agri-
cultural projects. For the past 3 years,
we have served together on the com-
mittee considering agricultural appro-
priations, and I have found the Senator
from Georgia to be the fairest and prob-
ably the ablest defender of agricultural
rights in the Senate.

Mr. President, the amendment which
the able Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusserrL] and myself are offering is
somewhat different from the one which
was approved by the Senate previously,
but deleted by the Senate Agriculture
Committee.

The amendment provides that the
farmer shall receive a price support for
basic farm commodities at 90 percent of
parity only when he is under quotas.
The last amendment provided that he
would receive 90-percent supports when
under either acreage controls or quotas.

My good friend, the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], contended at the
time this amendment was before the
Senate that it would mean rigid 90-per-
cent supports at all times. His conten-
tion was that under the Agrictlture Act
of 1938 the Secretary of Agriculture
would have to declare acreage allotments
every year if farmers were to receive the
benefits of price-support legislation.

Apparently, many Members of the
Senate and the press subscribed to the
views of the Senator from Vermont [Mr,
ATKEN], since the press all over the Na-
tion has labeled the Russell-Young
amendment a rigid 90-percent support
program. While I believe in rigid 90-
percent supports, I am not, at this time,
offering any such amendment.

I discussed this matter yesterday with
Representative Hopg, the ranking Re-
publican Member of the House Commit-
tee on Agriculture. It was his opinion,
and the opinion of the counsel of the
House Agriculture Committee, that the
Senator from Vermont [Mr, AIKEN] was
wrong on his argument. Representative
Hore called my attention to a discussion
on this particular provision of the Agri-
culture Act of 1938 in the House hearings
labeled: “Agricultural Act of 1948 (Aiken
kill) part 1, serial D.”

On pages 221, 222, and 223 it is very
apparent, from the questions that Repre-
sentative Hope and Mr. Parker asked of
Judge Hunter, the Solicitor from the De-
partment of Agriculture, that it is purely
optional for the Secretary of Agriculture
to call for acreage allotments.

Mr. President, I wish to read just a
part of these hearings on page 221:

Mr. Hope. Yes; but now the point I am

still not clear on is whether it is simply up
to the Secretary to determine whether or
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not he will have acreage allotments. Is it
true that it is simply up to the Secretary?

- He has the law on the books, and he can

decide whether or not he will have acreage
allotments. Is that the case?

Mr., HunTeER. He could establish acreage
allotments for the 1950 crop. The time ele-
ment does not give us any trouble there.

Mr. Hope. I am not thinking about the
time element or anything else. I want to
know how it is determined as to whether
you are going to have acreage allotments.
One reason I want to know that is in con=-
nection with the provision of the of 1948 act
which says that whenever acreage allotments
are in effect, or whenever marketing quotas
are in effect, there shall be a 20-percent in-
crease in the support price. What I am try-
ing to find out is whether the Secretary has
the authority in any year that he sees fit to
put acreage allotments into effect on these
four commodities.

Mr. Hunter. I think, under the opinion
rendered, he would have that authority, Mr.
Hore. Where there is no need for acreage
allotments at all, I do not see where he is
under any mandatory obligation to estab-
lish acreage allotments just for the purpose
of providing this 20-percent premium.

Mr. Parxer, Under the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938, is the Secretary re-
quired to proclaim a national acreage allot-
ment for every year for wheat?

Mr. HunTER. No. I just stated that the
opinions state that in view of the emergency
that then existed he was not requested to
do it.

Mr. President, I suggest that if any
Senator is still in doubt, that he read this
record carefully, or consult with Repre-
sentative Hope and the House Agricul-
ture Committee counsel, who went into
this provision very carefully during these
hearings.

Even though I am convinced that the
Senator from Vermont is completely
wrong, in order to overcome some ob-
jections that resulted, the Senator from
Georgia [Mr, RusseLL] and myself are
willing to modify our amendment only to
make mandatory 90-percent supports
when farmers are under quotas.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield long enough so I may put
emphasis on the fact that the person giv-
ing that testimony, to the effect that the
Secretary was not required to proclaim
acreage allotments on wheat this year,
was the chief solicitor of the Department
of Agriculture. That is a fact, is it not?

Mr. YOUNG. Yes. It was Judge
Hunter.

Mr. AIKEN. The chief solicitor. I
want to emphasize that now because I
shall refer to it later after the Senator
finishes.

Mr. YOUNG. One of the reasons why
I want the change made is that I per-
sonally believe the gquestion a very de-
batable one regardless of this very clear
testimony.

Mr., AIKEN. Does not the Senator
from North Dakota helieve we should
read the law, and go by that, rather than
by testimony given before a House com-
mittee?

Mr, YOUNG. Representative Hope
gave his views on the subject. He has
been engaged in agricultural legislation
for about 20 some years. I called him
yesterday on the subject.

Mr. AIKEN. The reason I want to
emphasize this matter now is that I shall
point out later the confusion and misun-
derstanding which exists in some depart-
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ments of our Government. This is a
good example of it. When the Senator
concludes I shall put into the REcorp
information from the Solicitor’s office ex-
pressing a viewpoint directly contrary to
the one which the Solicitor gave before
the House committee,

Mr. YOUNG. I agree that it is a de-
batable question.
Mr. AIKEN. I do not question that

the testimony was given.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from North Dakota yield to the
Senator from South Dakota?

Mr. YOUNG. 1 yield.

Mr. MUNDT. I wish to refer to the
hearings in February and March of this
year before the House Agricultural Com=~
mittee. In those hearings appears the
opinion to which the Senator from Ver-
mont has been referring during the de-
bate. Congressman HOPE questioned
the witness on section 332 in the Triple A
Act of 1938. Then the witness read the
i_ection. and was asked this specific ques~

lon:

Do you mean to say that if quotas are not
in effect he is not required to proclaim an
acreage allotment, but he may?

Mr. Hunter answered:
That is right.

Mr. AIKEN. But that referred only
to cotton and tobaceo, and that in recent
months. It did not refer to wheat, c:rn,
rice, or peanuts in any respect. On these
commodities the Secretary has to pro-
claim acreage allotments each year, but
it does not follow that there will be
quotas. On cotton and tobacco he has
to proclaim quotas first. Then the
quotas have to be translated into allof-
ments,

I am afraid that the gentlemen from
the wheat States have fallen into some-
body’s trap.

Mr. YOUNG. I should like to say to
my good friend the Senator from Ver-
mont, that I stuck with him through
thick and thin a year ago, but oftentimes
since I have been unable to follow him
through this price-support legislation.

Mr. MUNDT., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, YOUNG. I yield.

Mr., MUNDT. The Senator from
Vermont is certainly mistaken when he
says this deals only with cotton and to-
bacco. I shall read the language of the
section from page 222 of the House hear-
ings. It does not even mention cotton
or tobacco. This is the basic law as it
is printed in the hearings:

Not later than July 156 of each marketing
year for wheat—

Not peanuts, but wheat—

the Secretary shall ascertain and proclaim
the total supply and the normal supply of
wheat—

Not peanuts, but wheat—
for such marketing year, and the national
acreage allotment for the next crop of wheat.
Then the question was asked specifi-
cally about wheat:

Do you mean to say that if quotas are not
in effect he is not required to proclaim an
acreage allotment, but he may.
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Mr. Hunter replied:
That is right.

Now, Mr. Hunter is interpreting that
law respecting wheat. Mr. Hunter is the
Solicitor of the Department of Agricul-
ture, and he was interpreting the law,
He is the man who interprets it for Con-~
gress and for the Secretary. Conse-
quently, it should be an interpretation
upon which we ought to pass intelligent
legislation.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. May I ask if the Sena-
tor believes that the Solicitor’s office
should make two directly opposite inter-
pretations of the same provision of the
law in the same year?

Mr. MUNDT. No; of course not.

Mr, AIKEN. I do not know when the
interpretation to which the Senator re-
ferred was made.

Mr. MUNDT. This appears on page
222 of the House hearings. It was made
in March of 1949.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. What are the facts?
What is the law?

Mr. AIKEN, I shall give the facts
when the Senator from North Dakota
completes his statement.

Mr. CAPEHART. What has been
said may have a tendency to confuse
some of us. Is there no Member of the
Senate present who knows what the law
is and what are the facts?

Mr. YOUNG. The Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. MuNpT] was guoting from
hearings held by the committee. He was
reading from the testimony of Judge
Hunter. But there are apparently two
conflicting opinions. I agree with the
Senator irom Vermont that, looking over
the whole situation, the matter is prob-
ably debatable. For that reason I have
eliminated that part.

Mr. AIKEN., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I should like to correct
the Senator. I do not believe the Sena-
tor from South Dakota gquoted the law.
He quoted from Judge Hunter's testi-
mony.

Mr. MUNDT. I quoted from Judge
Hunter’s testimony, but in the testimony
of Judge Hunter he was interpreting the
law.

Mr. AIKEN. His interpretation of the
law was read, but not the law.

Mr, MUNDT. Yes; his interpretation
of the law. The law itself was read im-
mediately before his interpretation.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from
South Dakota believe that interpretation
was correct?

Mr. MUNDT. Yes; I have every rea-
son to believe it to be correct since I
have no reason for feeling the Depart-
ment's own Solicitor would make a false
or erroneous interpretation. The Sen-
ator from Vermont indicates that at some
other time Judge Hunter made a differ-
ent statement; but so far as I know this
is the only time the Solicitor has ruled
on the gquestion in a public hearing.
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Mr. CAPEHART. What has the Secre-
tary of Agriculture been doing? What
has been the practice in the past?

Mr. YOUNG. The question has not
arisen. During the war allotments were
suspended under the war emergency, and
the question has not arisen.

Mr, CAPEHART. There has been no
necessity for applying allotments?

Mr. YOUNG. That is true.

Mr., ATIEEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, YOUNG, I yield.

Mr, AIKEN. Does not the Senator
from North Dakota recall being request-
ed to meet with the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, Mr. Trigg, Mr. Andrews, the Sena-
tor from Oklahoma [Mr., THOMAS], the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RUSSELL]
and myself, about a month ago?

Mr. YOUNG. I do.

Mr. ATKEN. At that time it was point-
ed out that the Secretary proclaimed
acreage allotments for wheat this year.
The Secretary stated, as I recall, that he
was simply complying with the law, I
shall read the law into the REcorb.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Is it not a fact that
acreage allotments for next year have
been proclaimed?

Mr, YOUNG. That is correct.

Mr. CAPEHART. I have already re-
ceived my allotment.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. 1 yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. This discussion is
largely moot, in view of the fact that the
amendment has been altered so as to
apply only in case marketing quotas are
in ferce.

Mr, YOUNG. I merely raise the ques-
tion to point out that I thought I was
right before. The publicity which went
out over the Nation that this would be a
completely rigid 90-percent program.

Mr. RUSSELL. I should like to point
out that the so-called Aiken Act, which
will take effect the first of next January
unless Congress enacts other legislation,
has exactly the same provision as did the
original amendment which was offered
by the Senator from North Dakota and
myself. I invite the attention of Sena-
tors to paragraph (3) of subsection (b)
of section 302 of that act. Following the
tables, which run the loan from 90 per-
cent to 60 percent, based upon the sup-
ply, we find this language:

(3) Notwithstanding the foregoing provi-
sions of this section—

(A) the minimum level of price support
to cooperators for any basic agricultural
commodity shall be 120 percent of the mini-
mum level determined from the foregoing
table, if acreage allotments are in effect at
the beginning of the planting season for such
commodity——

Mr. YOUNG. That ought to answer
the question.

Mr. RUSSELL. I continue reading
from the language to which I have re-
ferred:
or if marketing quotas are in effect at the

of the marketing year for such
commodity, but in no case shall the level of

OCTOBER T

price support for any commodity be increased
thereby above 80 percent of its parity price
as of the beginning of the marketing year.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator read further?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. How much fur-
ther does the Senator desire me to read?

Mr. ATIKEN, Until the Senator makes
it clear that the provision he just read
does not provide for mandatory 90-per-
cent supports,

Mr. RUSSELL. I read further:

(B) the level of price support for any basic
agricultural commodity normally marketed
in any marketing year with respect to which
marketing quotas have been disapproved by
producers shall be 50 percent of the parity
price of such commodity as of the beginning
of such marketing year.

Mr, ATKEN. I am afraid the Senator
skipped a little.

Mr. RUSSELL. Here is a copy of the
acs5. The Senator can read it.

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator did not
read the following:

Shall not exceed 90 percent of the parity
price of such commodity as of the beginning
of the marketing year or be less than the per-
certage of its parity price as of the beginning

of such marketing year determined from the
following table:

Mr. RUSSELL. That has nothing to
do with it. I referred to the table. The
language which I read begins:

Notwithstanding the foregoing provisions
of this section—

So without regard to what is in this
section, this law applies.

Mr. ATKEN. That is correct. It pro-
vides that the Secretary shall not fix a
level above 90 percent nor less than the
minimum provided for by the table in
the act.

Mr. RUSSELL. It does not say any
such thing. I read it once, and I shall
read it again:

The minimum level of price support to
cooperators for any basic agricultural com-
modity shall be 120 percent of the minimum
level determined from the foregoing table,
if acreage allotments are in effect at the
beginning of the planting season for such
commodity, or if marketing quotas are in
effect at the beginning of the marketing year
for such commeodity; but in no case shall the
level of price support for any commodity be
increased thereby above 90 percent of its
parity price as of the beginning of the mar-
keting year.

Mr. ATIKEN. Please finish that sen-
tence—
or be less than——

Mr. RUSSELL. There is no such lan-
guage there.

Mr. ATKEN. I challenge the Senator
from Georgia to point out where that
means 90 percent.

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course it means 90
percent.

Mr. ATKEN. If it meant 90 percent,
why did the Senator from Georgia and
the Senator from North Dakota propose
anything different?

Mr., RUSSELL, Of course I did not
mean to make the argument that it would
allow 90 percent in any case. It would
allow 80 percent.
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Mr, AIEKEN. It allows a maximum of
90 percent, and if quotas or allotments
are in effect, a minimum of 72 percent.

Mr, RUSSELL. If it goes down to the
point where the supply percentage is 130,
the level of support will be 60 percent.

Mr. AIKEN. Plus 20 percent, or 72
percent,

Mr. RUSSELL. Exactly. That does
not illustrate what I was talking about.
The Senator from Vermont, when he
drafted the bill, recognized that if acre-
age allotments were in effect the same
premium would apply as in the case of
marketing quotas. So we have gone fur-
ther in this amendment than the Senator
did in his bill,

I was further pointing out that this
probably explains the action of the Sec~
retary of Agriculture in declaring acre-
age allotments for 1950, because in the
absence of any other law this law would
apply, and it would certainly be consist-
ent with his duty, if he apprehended that
this law might apply in 1950, to proclaim
acreage allotments.

Mr. ATKEN. Of course, in several
cases he has already used the provisions
of that law in anticipation of its becom-
ing effective January 1.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is what I am
polnting out.

Mr. ATKEN. I should like to point out
that it does not provide 90 percent sup-
port.

Mr. RUSSELL. I did not say that it
provided 90 percent. It provides not
to exceed 90 percent.

Mr., AIKEN. The minimum, when
quotas are in effect, would be the level
determined by the formula, plus 20 per-
cent. That means that the minimum
for basic commodities under title II of
the 1948 act would be 72 percent. The
maximum would be 90 percent, unless
in the interest of national security the
Secretary deemed it advisable to go be-
yond 90 percent.

Mr. RUSSELL, The Senator is mak-
ing the point——

Mr. AIKEN, I intended to make a
different point from the point which the
Senator is discussing.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator can
make an abstract point which does not
cast any light on the discussion if he
chooses, and I shall not object.

The point I was trying to make is that
the Senator’'s own bill recognized acre-
age allotments and marketing quotas as
being entitled to exactly the same pre-
mium, whatever that premium might be,
under the terms of the bill. The Sena=-
tor knows what the program is better
than I do. The fact that the Secretary
has proclaimed acreage allotments for
next year does not necessarily hinge upon
the fact that the law was mandatory,
but upon the fact that he assumed that
the Aiken law might take effect. I think
it was consistent with his duty under the
Aiken Act that he should proclaim acre-
age allotments.

{ Mr. AIKEN, No; it is under the 1938
law. However, I do not wish to take the
time of the Senator from North Dakota.
I shall read the law into the REcorp
when the Senator from North Dakota
concludes, together with information
from the Solicitor's office which is direct-
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1y contrary to the testimony of Judge
Hunter as given before the committee,

Mr,. YOUNG. That isa moot question,
which we have eliminated.

Mr. RUSSELL. I apologize to the
Senator for discussing a moot question.

Mr. YOUNG. We have settled that
issue now; but I suspect that the oppo-
nents of this amendment, for political
purposes, will claim that the wheat
farmer is getting a bad deal. It prob-
ably will not be quite as good. There
might occasionally be a year when we
would have acreage allotments but no
quotas, but it would be very rare.

When Secretary Brannan called me
this morning on another matter, I ques-
tioned him on this subject. He said,
“Your amendment will do about as much
good as the one previously offered,”
which included both acreage allotments
and quotas. He stated that he was for it.

Mr. ATKEN, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG, I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. Did the Secretary of Ag-
riculture state unequivocally that he was
in favor of the rigid 90-percent supports?

Mr. YOUNG. He stated that he was
in favor of the amendment which I of-
fered.

Mr. AIKEN. That is 90-percent sup-
port.

Mr. YOUNG. Under quotas.

Mr. ATIKEN. On cotton, tobacco, and
peanuts.

Mr. YOUNG. Please let us not con-
fuse this proposal with the rigid 90-per-
cent support. We have already settled
that issue.

Mr. AIKEN. I shall point out later
that it means a permanenf 90-percent
support for peanuts and tobacco, and
90 percent for cotton for a long time to
come. It does not mean 90 percent for
wheat, and possibly not for corn or rice.

Mr. YOUNG. That is the opinion of
the Senator from Vermont. I do not
believe that the farmer would be more
likely to follow his opinion than mine.

Mr. AIKEN. I do not ask him to fol-
low my opinion. I simply wish to pre-
sent the facts.

Mr, YOUNG. I thoroughly disagree
with the Senator’s presentation, as I
have on many other occasions.

Mr. President, if I were thinking only
of political benefits—especially since I
may be a candidate for reelection next
year—I would let this record go un-
challenged. The fact that the newspa-
pers and columnists all over the Nation
called this a rigid 90-percent program
has certainly put me in good standing
with the people of my State and else-
where.

Now the farmers are calling me a 90-
percenter, which, politically, is the next
best thing to being called a 100-percenter,
in farm language. To those who may
question my thinking on this matter, I
merely want to point out that in practi-
cally every poll taken recently in the
Midwest, and even in the conservative
area of the Midwest, farmers indicated a
heavy preference for 100-percent sup-

rts.

Mr, President, the press has been of
great service politically in my State by
calling this amendment a rigid 90-per=
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cent program. Again, if it were only for
political purposes, I would not challenge
this record. However, I want to be ab-
solutely honest with the farmers of my
State and Nation.

Farmers are the most loyal people in

‘the world; and I would not, for anything,

try to deceive them in any way.

Only last week the political paper of
my colleague the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. LanGer] had this to say:

Well, now Mt Youneg is sure getting his
neck out pretty far by bucking against the
Brannan plan. The farmers want their 100=
percent parity and Miut he better watch out,
I heard the Farmers Union fellow talk on the
radio about it the other night., It sounds
like sense to me. The heck with this 65
percent stuff. Sixty-five percent may be
enough to sult Mivt, but for me, I want 100-
percent parity like the Brannan plan says.

So the press may observe that they did
me a real service.

Obviously, Mr. President, it gives me a
great deal of pleasure to spoil the argu-
ment of my good and respected political
opponents in North Dakota.

I would be sitting on top of the world
politically, if I could only get the press to
carry the following statement made by
my good friend, the Democratic majority
floor leader [Mr. Lucas]l. This state-
ment appears on page 13790 of the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD for October 4, 1949:

Mr. Lucas, I know the Senator from North
Dakota is for 100-percent parity. He has ex-
pressed himself in committee, off the Senate
floor, and on the Senate floor. I know he
wants 100 percent; 90 percent is not sufficient
for the Senator from North Dakota, I am
surprised he has not offered an amendment
to make it 100 percent. I am really sur-
prised he agreed with the Senator from
Georgia on 90 percent because the Senator
from North Dakota has continually talked
about 100-percent ps.rlty.

I may circulate that statement all over
North Dakota next year.

Mr. President, I have had more than a
little experience with these 60-percent
labels, 90-percent labels, and 100-percent
labels. My good friend, Vice President
BarxLEY, in the last campaign made a
brief visit to Minnesota, and I believe he
made two speeches. In those speeches
he advocated 90-percent supports. The
day following those speeches, nearly
every farmer in Minnesota was saying,
“BARKLEY is a 90-percenter.” “BARKLEY
is a 90-percenter.”

Some of those Minnesota farmers
crossed the Red River into North Dakota,
and said, “BARKLEY and Truman are 90-
percenters, BarkrLEy and Truman are
90-percenters.” That gave me a rather
hard time, when I was trying to carry my
State for the Republican ticket,

I, too, was compaigning for 90-percent
supports; but I believed the Secretary of
Agriculture could provide those supports
under the Aiken Act. The net result was
that North Dakota gave Governor Dewey
a bigger vote than he had received 4
years previously.

However, I noticed that in Minnesota,
with its good Governor Youngdahl—and
in my opinion he is one of the outstand-
ing governors of the Nation—the two
good Republican Senators at that time,
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and the many good Republican Con-
gressmen—it was impossible to overcome
the argument Senator BARKLEY made and
to stop the farmers from voting the
Democratic ticket.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HumpPHREY in the chair). Does the Sen~
ator from North Dakota yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I am glad the Senator
who now occupies the chair [Mr.
HumpHREY] is where he is, so that he
cannot reply to the statement the Sena-
tor from North Dakota has just made—
to the effect that Minnesota has two good
Republican Senators.

Mr. YOUNG. I was speaking of the
situation last year, during the campaign.

Mr. ATEEN. Now I am more than
glad that the junior Senator from Min-
nesota is in the chair, where he cannot
talk back. [Laughter.]

Mr. YOUNG. What I am trying to
point out, Mr. President, is that, right or
wrong, the farmers of the great Midwest
want 90-percent supports. If the Re-
publican Representatives in Congress are
not willing to go on record for these lev-
els of support, then there is little hope
that that area will go Republican again
for a long while to come.

Many wonder why farmers are so con-
cerned about price supports and why
they want 90- or 100-percent supports.
The farmers’ thinking would be better
understood if the opponents of that leg-
islation had lived through the misery and
tragedy with the farmers in that tragic
period of the thirties. At that time, as
Senators will recall, prices on farm com-
modities swung to almost record lows.
‘Wheat went as low as 18 cents a bushel,
hogs $1.50 a hundredweight, barley and
oats from 1 cent to 6 cents a bushel. The
result was that the great majority of the
farmers, while living on the starvation
diet and in dire poverty, still lost most
of their farms.

Mr., CAPEHART., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. What prices would
the parity arrangement of from 75 per-
cent to 90 percent, as provided in the An-
derson bill, have given the farmers dur-
ing the period of the thirities, for wheat,
for instance, during the time the Senator
has been discussing?

Mr. YOUNG. The support level—

Mr. CAPEHART. No; I mean this:
Under the Anderson bhill, as it is being
debated today, what would the support
price received by the farmers have been
during the period the Senator has been
discussing?

Mr. YOUNG. I donot know—perhaps
about 60 or 70 cents a bushel, I should
guess.

Mr., ATIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? *

Mr. YOUNG, I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Under title II of the
Agricultural Act of 1948, the minimum
floor for wheat during any of the years
in the 1930’s would have been 76 cents a
bushel. The Anderson bill would have
edded 5% cents to that, making the price
approximately 81 cents a bushel,
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Mr. CAPEHART. So if we went back
to the situation we had in the early
1930’s—

Mr, ATIKEN. Of course, in those days
parity for wheat was nearer $1.

Mr, CAPEHART., If we went back to
that period, under the Anderson hill the
guaranty would be about 81 cents a
bushel. Is that correct?

Mr. ATEEN. Yes.

Mr. YOUNG. I think the figure would
be lower than that, because the Anderson
bill gives a lower parity price for wheat
than the parity formula used at that time
gave.

Mr. AIKEN. In the figures I gave, I
took that into consideration.

I obtained that figure from the Bu-
reau of Agricultural Economics when the
1948 act was being formulated; and it
figured out 76 cents under that formula.
The Anderson formula, including allow-
ance for the cost of hired farm labor:
would raise that figure about 5% cents
a bushel.

Mr. CAPEHART. My point is that I
do not think the Senator from North
Dakota intends to leave the impression
that unless we adopt his amendment,
the price of wheat and the price of corn
will go as low as they did in 1931 and
1932,

Mr. YOUNG. I shall give a compari-
son, g little later, in regard to that situa-
ation. The Anderson bill, if enacted,
would be of some help, but not all the
help that is needed. In my opinion, the
price of wheat may well go down 30 or
40 cents a bushel without a support
program.

Mr. CAPEHART. Under the Ander-
son bill?

Mr. YOUNG. No; I mean without a
support program. Under the Anderson
bill, 90 percent of parity is $1.71 a
bushel, for wheat. Seventy-five percent
of parity, under the Anderson bill, would
be about $1.50 a bushel. We are propos-
ing to break it at $1.71 a bushel, when
the farmer is under quotas. That is a
drastic drop from the present support
program.

Mr. CAPEHART. What would be the
difference between the price of wheat
under the Anderson bill and under the
Senator’s proposal?

Mr, AIKEN. Ten cents.

Mr. CAPEHART. I should like to
know how much difference there would
be in the price per bushel. That is what
we are really arguing about.

Mr. YOUNG. Under the Anderson
bill, the level is between 75 and 90 per-
cent of parity. Of course, the amount of
the carry-over would determine whether
the percentage would be 75, 80, 85, or 90.

This proposal would make it a rigid
80 percent when the farmer was under
quotas. A two-thirds vote of the farm-
ers is required, if they are to be put
under quotas.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Benator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. THYE. Reference has been made
to the depression prices, such as $1.50 a
hundredweight for hogs, and the dras-
tically low prices on oats and wheat. The
only reason I rise now is to call attention
to the fact that that was at a time when
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no farm-support programs were in
existence.

Mr. YOUNG. That is correct.

Mr. THYE. There had been the Fed-
eral Farm Board, and it had made some
purchases of commodities, including
grain. But when it reached the point
where it was greatly burdened, and was
unable to obtain appropriations to per-
mit it to continue making purchases, and
when the storage of wheat became a
problem the farm program finally broke
down, insofar as the Federal Farm Board
was concerned. But the drastically low
prices the able Senator from North
Dakota has recently mentioned occurred
at a time when there were no farm price
support programs of any kind.

While I am mentioning it, all the dis-
cussion we have had here has been on the
basic commodities, wheat, corn, cotton,
rice, tobacco, and peanuts. The fact of
the matter, insofar as the Northwest is
concerned—and I do not include North
Dakota, except the eastern part of the
State, where there is considerable dairy-
ing and where there is considerable live-
stock—and in all the Midwestern States,
such as Minnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan,
Illinois, Indiana, Nebraska, and Iowa,
and southward, there is a generally
diversified type of farming, in which the
major part of the farmer’s income is from
the livestock industry, pork, beef, mutton,
dairy products, poultry, and turkeys.
That particular phase of agriculture has
never had specific recognition in price-
support provisions.

Mr. YOUNG. I agree with the Sena-
tor. I helped put them in.

Mr. THYE. The fact of the matter is,
that all the legislation which has been
given any consideration has generally
been based on the six basic commaodities
I mentioned. The others were left to the
discretion of the Secretary of Agricul-
ture. The Secretary was confronted with
the question of whether he would have
the money and of whether Congress
would make certain appropriations to
take care of the perishable commodities.
It was provided that section 32 funds
should be earmarked or set aside to take
care of perishables, but I call the atten-
tion of the able Senator from North
Dakota to the fact that in the Midwest,
while we talk about the basic commodi-
ties—and they are absolutely important
in the agricultural program—the perish-
ables, such as dairy products, hogs, beef,
poultry, mutton, pork, eggs, and turkeys,
are major, so far as we are concerned.

Mr. YOUNG. May I interrupt the
Senator for a moment?

Mr. THYE, Yes.

Mr. YOUNG. The whole fallacy of
the argument of the opposition is exactly
what the Senator is pointing out. The
Anderson bill has the highest amount of
rigid support levels for perishables ever
written into any legislation, and it is done
with scarcely any means whatever of
control. In respect to basic commodities,
every imaginable form of control is writ-
ten into the law—acreage allotments,
guotas, marketing agreements, loans, and
everything else. The whole weakness of
the bill—and I am supporting it, though
it needs amending—is that there are no
controls in it for perishables.
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Mr. THYE. Will the Senator from
North Dakota yield further?

Mr, YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. THYE. For the sake of the coun=-
try folk who will read the REcorp and try
to follow what we in the Senate are do-
ing, so far as it relates to vheir tax money
and to their support program, let us not
confuse them by making them believe
that the six basic commodities are all im-
portant in the agricultural support
program.

Mr. YOUNG. Let me interrupt the
Senator at that point.

Mr. THYE. Will the Senator from
North Dakota let me continue the
thought for a moment?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. THYE. I beg the Senator’s pardon
for trespassing upon his time.

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. THYE. I wanted to carry through
the thought that, while we recognize the
Secretary will have a tremendous prob-
lem on perishable nonbasic commodities,
they are yet subject to storage; and on
that particular question the producer has
agreed to take 75 to 90 percent of parity,
and be very thankful for it, hecause this
is the first time in the history of farm
programs that he has been given even
that much recognition. Heretofore there
has been an effort to control his produc-
tion by the creation of scarcities in corn
and wheat through the reduction of pro-
duction. He was told, “If you are short
of feed, it will influence the production
of perishables, and that will result auto-
matically in high prices.” But that could
not be, because the program itself proved
to us in the late 1930's that the wheat and
corn controls did not in any sense confrol
dairy products, nor did they control pork
and beef. So there was a drastic problem
facing the producer of perishables, and a
drastic problem of rigid controls facing
the producer of wheat, corn, and even
cotton, because more than a fourth of the
crop of wheat was being put under seal
at 57 cents a bushel, under a commodity
loan, as late as 1940. It was only the floor
that saved us a little.

Mr. YOUNG. I do not like the Sen-
ator to make a speech in my time with-
out giving me a chance to answer. He
is speaking of a time when we were
sealing up wheat. We are importing
more wheat than we were exporting dur-
ing that time. What I resent in the
whole argument is that we who are
trained to protect the right of the basic
farm-commodity producers are accused
of unreasonable things. The Anderson
program drops the parity level rather
severely for the basic commodities, but
it ups everything for pork, beef, and
dairy products. Everything is upped far
above any parity program, and merely
because we are trying to cushion the drop
a little, we are being severely criticized,
accused of sectionalism, and of ganging

up.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG, I yield.

Mr. THYE. First I should like to beg
the Senator’s pardon for trespassing
upon his time.

Mr. YOUNG., I am happy to yield to
the Senator.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. THYE. Second, if the Senator will
permit, I should like to try to answer the
Jast statement he made. I do it in all
sincere friendship, because there are very
few men whom I have admired more and
for whom I have felt a greater friendship
than the Senator from North Dakota. I
have been his neighbor, across the line,
In 1920, when I was a young man, just
out of military service, I traveled through
his State. But the fact is that Congress
appropriated more than $300,000,000 for
soil conservation last year, and annual
appropriations are made for that pur-
pose. We are confronted with soil ero-
sion. If I may trespass further on the
Senator’s time, I may say the good land
has been eroded and wasted to a point
where more than 282,000,000 acres has
been denuded of its rich fertile topsoil.
An effort is being made to rebuild it.
There is no farm practice known to man
which will tie the topsoil to the land,
conserve it for future generations, and
maintain its fertility, like a diversified
family type of husbandry. It will pro-
duce more grain and will assist the pro-
ducers of the cash crops of wheat and
corn more than any other type of
management.

It is for that reason that the able Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]
and the able Senator from Vermont
[Mr, AIKEN], listening to the great agri-
cultural economists, and listening to
those who are the friends of soil-conser-
vation measures, when they were trying
to influence the type of farm legislation,
endeavored to bring back into balance
the unbalanced situation of our farm
management and hushandry. They
sought to do so by bringing dairy prod-
ucts, beef, pork, and livestock in general
up to such a level that it would be desir=-
able to continue that type of farm prac-
tice, rather than to put corn and wheat
into bins, seal them up, take the money,
sit back, and wait for the next harvesting
season.

Speaking of my own experience, I am
a wheat producer, as well as a corn pro-
ducer, More than 80 percent of my
wheat acreage was taken from me this
year, and I have quietly protested
against the cut in my wheat acreage.
But in spite of that, I must still rise in
the Senate in an effort to protect future
generations by seeing to it that the re-
quirements of good farm management
are taken into consiaeration—the type of
farming which will hold the soil and pre-
serve its fertility for the benefi. of future
generations.

Again I apologize to the Senator. I do
not like to trespass upon the time of any
Senator as I have trespassed upon the
time of the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator very much. I supported the
general principle of the bill. I suppcrted
the dairy section. I think the general
philosophy is all right., But I think the
bill goes a step too far in raising parity
in connection with some of the perish-
ables, without any protection in the bill
by way of controls. Some method of
controlling the preduction of pork and
certain other perishable items should
have been provided. In the spring-
wheat area wheat has been selling above
support levels,. The Commodity Credit
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Corporation can reap a handsome profit
in its operations this year. I do not
know as to winter wheat.

When wheat was selling for from $2
to $3 a bushel for several years, the
farmers enjoyed enough prosperity to
buy back many of the farms which they
had lost. They repaired the buildings.
Many of them received REA aid, and
with that REA aid they purchased mil-
lions of dollars worth of electrical equip-
ment, bathroom fixtures, and so forth.
They purchased great quantities of farm
machinery, because their equipment was
completely worn out when better times
came, They purchased new automobiles
and trucks for the same reason. They
reinstated their insurance which had
lapsed, and in a thousand other ways,
through their regained purchasing pow-
er, created added new business for the
entire Nation.

I wish to point out, Mr. President, that
when a farmer is able to buy an automo-
bile or truck, Wisconsin, Michigan, or
Indiana benefits by added business. The
electrical equipment and other parts of
these cars and trucks are manufactured
in eastern cities, thereby giving them
new business. Most of their insurance
policies are carried by companies who
have home offices in New York and other
eastern cities.

The refrigerators which they pur-
chase, radios, electrical motors, and
other such equipment are manufactured
in various eastern cities. Much of the
business done in the Midwest is through
chain stores whose stockholders are
eastern people. The profit of this added
business enriches the people of the East,

I am trying to point out, Mr. Presi-
dent, what it means to the industrial
East, including labor in the industrial
East, to have prosperity in the farming
area. All this purchasing power is pos-
sible if farm products can be sold at a
profit.

Wheat is typical of most of the farm
products. For a considerable time it sold
for over $3 a bushel in the average farm-
er's market. Now it is down to $2 or less
in this same market. This amendment
which the Senafor from Georgia [Mr.
RusserLr] and I are proposing does not
seek to keep it at that level. Under 90
percent of parity, which we are seeking
to provide at all times when marketing
quotas are in effect, after the second
year of operation of this bill, it will be
only $1.71 a bushel. With the 75- to 90-
percent support-price levzal, and the level
of support dropped to 75 percent of
parity, the local market price would be
less than $1.60 a bushel.

That is in contrast with the argument
made a few days ago that if the amend-
ment were adopted it would break the
whole program and would cost $5,000,-
000,000. I think there was more harm
done by that statement in connection
with the farm program than has ever
been caused in any other session of the
Congress,

I received a letter from a consumer a
few days ago. He thought we were
going to increase the cost to the con-
sumers tremendously through an in-
creased level of support for dairy prod-
ucts, beef, and so forth.



14102

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. As one of those sup-
porting the Young-Russell amendment
when it was considered on Tuesday, I
am a little concerned about the language
of your modified amendment, and I
should like to be sure that we shall still
have adequate safeguards if the new
version be adopted. The matter of acre-
age allotments has now been omitted.
As I recall, the Senator earlier stated
that he had been in consultation, over
the telephone, with Secretary Brannan,
and that it was the Secretary’s position
that if this new language, which does not
include acreage allotments, is adopted,
and becomes part of the Anderson bill,
it would still afford adequate guaranties
to the wheat farmer and that it would
not reduce his support price below 80
percent, so far as the predictable future
is concerned.

Mr., YOUNG. That is correct. I
understood, in talking with the Secre-
tary, that he expected the surplus to be
heavy enough in the future sv that in all
probability we shall have quotas in many
sections of the country. It isnot asgood
a program as is the one including wheat
allotments.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. Is it not true that
the Secretary of Agriculture, on July 14,
1949, announced that there would not be
marketing quotas on wheat in 1950, and
that therefore the 95 percent will not be
applicable on wheat in 1950? Isnot that
the answer which should have been given
to the Senator from South Dakota?

Mr. YOUNG. Under the Anderson
bill we shall automatically have supports
next year.

Mr. MUNDT. The legislation pro-
vides for that, does it not?

Mr. ANDERSON. I am not sure as
to what was stricken out of the amend-
ment,

Mr. YOUNG. We fixed it up all right.

Mr, ANDERSON. I am not so sure of
that.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, YOUNG. I yield.

Mr, LUCAS. The Senator did not fix
it up all right for corn.

Mr. YOUNG. Corn has the same deal
as has wheat.

Mr. LUCAS. Corn has never been
under quotas. We may have quotas this
year, and we will take them if we have
to have them. But what the Senator’s
amendment will do is to put a premium
on crops which have constantly had
guotas, such as cotton, tobacco, and pea-
nuts, and do detriment to wheat farmers
as well as corn farmers, because corn, in
all the history of the farm program, has
never had any quotas imposed, and
wheat has had quotas either once or
twice.

Mr. YOUNG. For 2 years.

Mr. LUCAS. Twice since 1938. How
the Senator from North Dakota can
change his amendment to the detriment
of the wheat growers of his own State is
more than I can understand, because he
absolutely gives to the basic crops, cot-
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ton, tobacco, and peanuts, quotas with a
guaranty of 90 percent of parity, and
we in the Corn Belt, if we do not have
quotas, take whatever the Secretary says
we should take. So will the Senator
from North Dakota, so far as wheat is
concerned,

Mr. YOUNG. Would the Senator pre-
fer the amendment first offered?

Mr. LUCAS. I am talking about the
last one offered.

Mr. YOUNG. The Senator opposed it.

Mr. LUCAS. The first was much
better, from the standpoint of the posi-
tion of the wheat farmer, than is this
one.

Mr. YOUNG. How much wheat is
raised in the Senator's State?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I should
like to point out that cotton is not under
quotas at the present time. It has not
been under quotas for some time. To-
bacco will be under quotas, under the bill
introduced by the Senator from New
Mexico. So the argument of the Sena-
tor from Illinois does not apply. Tobacco
will be under quota, with or without this
amendment. Under the hill it is guar-
anteed 90 percent of parity. So if there
is any disparity here it is between tobacco
and commodifies that are not under
marketing quotas at the present time.

Mr. YOUNG. The Senator is correct.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. 1 yield.

Mr. MUNDT. I have heard too much
about tobacco this afternoon. I want to
know how wheat is affected.

Mr. RUSSELL. Efforts have been
made to show that there has been spe-
cial treatment of cotton and tobacco,
and I want to point out that that is not
a fact.

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator from New
Mexico made a statement which was very
disturbing to me. I should like to have
his attention for a moment. It is his
contention that if the Anderson bill
passes without the Young-Russell
amendment, there will be less than 90
percent of parity for wheat next year?

Mr. ANDERSON. No.

Mr. MUNDT. Igathered thatimpres-
sion from what the Senator said, because
he seemed quite surprised——

Mr, ANDERSON. I assumed that the
Sznator from North Dakota was bringing
up the same amendment. I am glad to
have it changed. I call the Senator’s at-
tention to the fact that year in and year
out it has been impossible to establish
quotas on corn. He is leaving the corn
farmer out of it. Therefore, he is trying
to leave the wheat farmer out. Then
comes the question of the rice, a commod-
ity of which the total supply next year
will be 103 percent. So the rice farmer
is out of it. There are three types of
farmers protected, those raising cotton,
peanuts, and tobacco.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I am sure
that the Senator from North Dakota has
no such intention as that suggested by the
Senators from Illinois and of New Mexico.
We discussed this up one side and down
the other and our desire is clearly to pro-
tect the price of wheat and corn by this
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amendment. I wonder if the S=nator
from North Dakota, in view of the pre-
ceding discussions and the point raised
by the majority leader and the explana-
tion of the former Secretary of Agricul-
ture, would not consider rewriting his
amendment in the exact language we had
it before us on Tuesday, because if the
amendment shall be agreed to, there will
then be mandatory 90 percent of parity
price support required for corn and for
wheat under certain conditions. We have
exploded the theory that it is a rigid sup-
port which operates at all times but by
reverting to the original language of the
amendment we shall be sure its price
supports apply to wheat and corn as well
as the products enumerated by the Sena-
tor from New Mexico.

Mr. YOUNG. I shall be glad to accept
that modification.

Mr. MUNDT. I offer that as an
amendment to the Senator’s amendment,
if he will accept it, that the words “or
acreage control” be added.

Mr. YOUNG. I accept the amend-
ment.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I might point out that
we have mandatory acreage allotments
and mandatory quotas, so peanuts and
cotton and tobacco, as pointed out, would
have perpetual mandatory supports, but
wheat would not, for the reason that the
Secretary has proclaimed acreage allot-
ments this year, and has announced that
there will not be quotas.

The purpose of proclaiming acreage al-
lotments is to govern the supply in such
a way that quotas will not be necessary
in future years, and if the Secretary has
proclaimed the proper acreage for next
year, wheat would not come under
quotas, possibly for years and years to
come, except during an emergency due
to a very heavy overproduction because
?lg weather conditions, or something like

at.

While I am against the Senator’s
amendment, I am glad he has accepted
the amendment to take in the acreage
allotment because certainly corn and
wheat and rice should be covered if the
others are.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from North Dakota accept the
modification proposed by the Senator
from South Dakota?

Mr. YOUNG. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And
thereby modifies his amendment to that
extent?

Mr. YOUNG. Yes.

Mr. LUCAS. What is the modifica-
tion?

Mr. MUNDT. Could we have unani-
mous consent to have the amendment
read in its modified form, showing in-
clusion of the words “or acreage control”
as I have suggested?

Mr., YOUNG. It will now include the
words “or acreage control.”

Mr. LUCAS. Then the Senator is back
on the original track.

Mr. YOUNG. Yes; the amendment
would now be the same as that originally
offered.

Mr. MUNDT. We certainly look for-
ward now to having the Senator’s vote,
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when we reach a vote, since it has been
rewritten to meet his recent criticism.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from North Dakota yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. I did not agree be-
cause I felt I wanted to vote for the
amendment. I merely thought I knew
the Senator from North Dakota well
enough to suggest that he does not want
to sponsor an amendment which cuts the
corn and wheat producers, but does pro-
tect cotton and peanuts and tobacco. I
thought it was unfair to him to leave him
in that position.

Mr. YOUNG. Ialways have the great-
est respect for the judgment of the Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from North Dakota yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. I should like to reply to
the Senator with respect to my vote. My
vote will be just the same as it was the
other day, and I am glad the Senator got
back on the right track. He apparently
had forgotten the corn and wheat farm-
ers in our section of the country. That
is one of the troubles which has devel-
oped in the past a good many times—the
corn and wheat farmers usually get left
out. But so far as voting for the amend-
ment is concerned, I cannot vote for it,
because it is in the same condition now
in which we found it the other day.

I am a little surprised at the Senator
from South Dakota falling for this kind
of an amendment when practically every
farm organization in the country is
against the amendment, and I know that
in his section they are very strong against
the amendment proposed by the two dis-
tinguished Senators. While these or-
ganizations do not take much part in
controlling legislation, are we going to
say to certain groups by an amendment
affecting all the basic commodities, espe-
cially the commodities which from now
on are continuously to have quotas, as I
see it, especially under Public Law 342
with respect to cotton and peanuts, “You
are going to have 90 percent of parity
ragardless”? We out in the corn and
wheat section of the country do not know
whether we are going to get it or not.
That is exactly what the situation is,
whether we go back to the original status
or whether we leave it the way it was
under the last amendment.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I totally
disagree with the Senator from Illinois.
I have nof been able to follow him in
the position he has taken.

Mr. LUCAS. There is nothing new
about that. There are very few who do
follow me here.

Mr. YOUNG. When we passed the
Aiken bill a year ago the farmers of the
Midwest did not follow the farm or-
ganizations, and they will not again on
this bill, the Senator can make sure,
Farmers want either 90- or 100-percent
supports.

It is unfortunate that some careless
words were uttered on the Senate floor
during the course of the debate a few
days ago regarding what this 90-percent
amendment would do to this farm bill
and the resulting cost to the consumers
of the East Wheat, for example, has

.
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dropped from more than $3 a bushel
to $2 or less a bushel on the farm, yet
in the East the price of a loaf of bread
has not dropped 1 cent.

It costs from 9 to 11 cents a bottle to
deliver an empty milk bottle at the door-
step of a consumer in the East. Support
levels for eggs, which is the price the
farmer has been receiving most of the
time last year, ranges from 35 to 45
cents a dozen. Yet egegs in Washington,
D. C., presently are selling for 85 to 90
cents a dozen or more,

It is this extreme spread between
what the producer receives and what the
consumer has to pay which should be of
more concern to those representing big
consuming areas in the East. Presently
the Gillette committee, of which I am
proud to be a member, is investigating
this spread.

It is strange that those representing
the farmers are taking the most interest
in these hearings. There ought to be
more Senators representing the con-
sumers taking part in the hearings.

Only a few days ago a milk producer in
New York testified that his net profits
were $26,000,000 for last year. He him-
self received a salary of $150,000 a year,
and two of his assistants received from
$90,000 to $110,000.

I suggest that those representing con-
sumers wolild do well to look into this,
rather than cast suspicion on some of
the things the producer needs, the man
who is producing at low prices now.

These are things which ought to be
of more concern to the Members of Con=-
gress, if the food that the consumers
have to purchase will ever be reduced to
any appreciable degree,

Obviously since wheat has dropped
more than one-third and bread has not
dropped 1 cent, it would make little dif-
ference in the price .f bread, even if
wheat sold at practically nothing, It is
a good guess that if the farmer provided
his wheat, free of charge, to the baking
industry, bread would not drop more
than 3 cents a loaf. I believe that to be
an absolutely correct statement.

Let us briefly analyze this Anderson
bill and see what it does. It lowers the
parity price for the basic farm commodi-
ties—wheat, corn, and cotton. Parity
under the present farm price-support
program is $2.15 a bushel for wheat,
while under the Anderson bill it is $1.90
a bushel. It lowers the parity formula
for cotton by more than 10 percent.

From a consumer’s angle this will not
help him very much, because only a
small part of the cost of a suit of clothes
is represented by the cotton or wool
which it contains.

On the other hand, Mr. President, it
raises the parity price a sizable amount
for butterfat, milk, hogs, eggs, beef,
lambs, and other perishable farm prod-
ucts. These products more directly affect
the consumer and add to his cost of
living. I might add that the spread be-
tween what a farmer receives for pork
and what the consumer has to pay is far
less than in the case of wheat or any
other products.

I hasten to add, Mr. President, that I
do not believe this raise in parity price
is unfair, as the cost of producing these
foods is heavy, and through increased
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production of these products there will
be a greater utilization of surplus grains.

I do wish to point out, Mr. President,
that some of the statements made on the
floor here a few days ago regarding the
90-percent-proposal amendment of the
Senator from Georgia [Mr, RUSSELL] and
myself were not based on fact. Probably
the most important factor of all to be
considered is that on all basic farm com=
modities there is a strict and most effec-
tive kind of control legislation now on
the statute books which goes back to the
beginning of these programs. Produc-
tion can be effectively controlled on these
basic farm commodities to the end that
there is little cost to the Government.
For example, presently and all during the
marketing season cash spring wheat is
selling above support levels and the Com-
modity Credit Corporation will actually
make a profit on all the spring wheat
that is taken over. I am not familiar
with the winter wheat situation.

While the Anderson bill provides high-
er support levels for perishables than any
action ever enacted in the history of
price-support legislation, there is little
and in most cases no means of controlling
the production of these perishable com-
modities.

To any student of this legislation it
should be obvious that the great cost to
the Government in supporting farm
prices would be in the perishable field and
not in the basic farm commodity field to
which the amendment of the Senator
from Georgia and myself applies.

Mr. President, I wish to point out that
in all the history of price-support legis-
lation, the quota which this amendment
provides was only in effect 2 years on
wheat. It was proposed an additional
year, but it was eliminated early in that
production year. I wish to point out, too,
that before quotas are operated, they
must be approved by a two-thirds vote
of the farmers themselves.

In all probability corn farmers would
rarely vote for quotas, and only when
they were in extreme difficulty. There is
not a thing unreasonable, in my opinion,
about the Russell-Young amendment. If
it is adopted, it will make the Anderson
bill a fairly good farm program. I would
much prefer to have 90-percent supports
for basic farm commodities at all times,
It would come much nearer meeting the
desires of the farmers and preventing an-
other great national depression.

Mr. AIKEN, Mr. President, I do not
think there is anything to be added to
the debate as to the comparative merits
of a 90-percent support program and a
flexible support program. Arguments
have gone on interminably in that re-
spect and probably will continue as long
as there are farm representatives,

The amendment offered by the Sena-
tor from North Dakota and the Senator
from Georgia, as it now reads, provides
for 90-percent support when acreage al-
lotments or marketing quotas are in ef-
fect. I am glad that the Senator from
North Dakota, whom I know has the in-
terest of his farmers in mind at all
times—sometimes I think a little too as-
siduously—did not intend, when he ear-
lier modified his amendment, to leave
out wheat and corn farmers. I am glad
he corrected it at the first opportunity.
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However, the question has been raised
as to whether the Secretary of Agricul-
ture is required to proclaim acreage al-
lotments each year. I should like to in-
‘sert in the REcorp the sections of the
law which point this out very clearly. I
should also like to state that on August
9, 1949, I obtained from the Solicitor’s
office the following information:

The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938
requires that the Secretary shall proclaim
acreage allotments each year for corn (eec.
828), wheat (sec. 332), rice (sec. 852), and
peanuts (sec. 358).

Under the 1938 act as amended, the Sec-
retary can proclaim acreage allotments only
when marketing quotas are proclaimed for
tobacco (sec. 321) and cotton (sec. 344, as
amended by Public Law 372).

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp as a part of my
remarks the sections of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended,
which show clearly that the Secretary
shall proclaim acreage allotments each
year for corn, wheat, rice, and peanuts.

There being no objection, the sections
referred to were ordered to be printed in
the REcorb, as follows:

ACREAGE ALLOTMENT

SEc. 328. The acreage allotment of corn for
any calendar year shall be that acreage in
the commercial corn-producing area which,
on the basis of the average yield for corn in
such area during the 10 calendar years im-
mediately preceding such calendar year * * ad-
Jjusted for abnormal weather conditions and
trends in yleld,» will produce an amount of
corn in such area which the Secretary de-
termines will, together with corn produced in
the United States outelde the commercial
corn-producing area, make available a sup-
ply for the marketing year beginning in such
calendar year, equal to the reserve supply
level, The Secretary shall proclaim such
acreage allotment not later than February 1
of the calendar year for which such acreage
allotment was determined. The proclama-
tion of the acreage allotment for 1938 shall
be made as soon as practicable after the date
of the enactment of this act. (7 U. 8, C.
1940 ed. 1328, Feb. 16, 1938, 52 Stat. 52.)

[Public, No. 470, 75th Cong., p. 34.]

* Ll - - -
PROCLAMATIONS OF SUPPLIES AND ALLOTMENTS

Sec. 332. Not later than July 15 of each
nrarketing year for wheat, the Secretary shall
ascertain and proclaim the total supply and
the normal supply of wheat for such market-
ing year, and the national acreage allotment
for the next crop of wheat. (7 U. 8. C. 1840
ed. 1332, Feb. 16, 1938, 52 Stat. 53.)

L] * L] L] L]
NATIONAL ACREAGE ALLOTMENT

SEc. 352. The national acreage allotment of
rice for any calendar year shall be that acre-
age which the Secretary determines will, on
the basis of the national average yield of rice
for the five calendar years immediately pre-
ceding the calendar year for which such na-
tional average yield is determined, produce
an amount of rice adequate, together with
the estimated carry-over from the marketing
year ending in such calendar year, to make
available a supply for the marketing year
commencing in such calendar year not less
than the normal supply. Such national acre-
age allotment shall be proclalmred not later
than December 81 of each year. (7 U. 8. C.
1940 ed. 1352, Feb. 16, 1938, 52 Stat. 60.)

- * - -
MARKETING QUOTAS

Sec. 358. (a) Between July 1 and December
1 of each calendar year the Becretary shall

Ll

I Matter from * to ® added April 7, 1938, by
562 Stat. 202,
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proclaim the amount of the national market-
ing quota for peanuts for the crop produced
in the next succeeding calendar year in terms
of the total quantity of peanuts which will
make avallable for marketing a supply of
peanuts from the crop with respect to which
the quota is proclaimed equal to the average
quantity of peanuts harvested for nuts dur-
ing the 6 years immediately preceding the
year in which such quota is proclaimed, ad-
Justed for current trends and prospective
demand conditions, and the quota so pro-
claimed shall be in effect with respect to
such crop. The national marketing quota
for peanuts for any year shall be converted
to a national acreasge allotment by dividing
such quota by the normal yield per acre
of peanuts for the United States determined
by the Secretary on the basis of the average
yield per acre of peanuts in the 5 years
preceding the year in which the quota is
proclaimed, with such adjustments as may
be found necessary to correct for trends in
yields and for abnormal conditions of pro-
duction affecting yields in such 5 years:
Provided, That the national marketing quota
established for the crop produced in the cal-
endar year 1841 shall be a quantity of pea-
nuts sufficient to provide a national acre-
age allotment of not less than 1,610,000 acres,
and that the national marketing quota estab-
lished for any subsequent year shall be?
quantity of peanuts sufficient to provide a
national acreage allotment of not less than
95 percent of that established for the crop
produced in the calendar year 1841. (7
U. 8. C. 1940 ed. Supp. IV, 1358 (a).)

(b) Not later than December 15 of each cal-
endar year the Secretary shall conduct a
referendum of farmers engaged in the produc-
tion of peanuts in the calendar year in which
the referendum is held to determine whether
such farmers are in favor of or opposed to
marketing quotas with respect to the crops
of peanuts produced in the three calendar
years immediate]y following the year in which
the referendum is held, except that, If as
many as two-third of the farmers voting in
any referendum vote in favor of marketing
quotas, no referendum shall be held with re-
spect to quotas for the second and third
years of the period. The Secretary shall
proclaim the results of the referendum with-
in 30 days after the date on which it is
held, and, if more than one-third of the
farmers voting in the referendum vote agalnst
marketing quotas, the Secretary also shall
proclaim that marketing quotas will not be
in effect with respect to the crop of peanuts
produced in the calendar year immediately
following the calendar year in which the
referendum is held. Notwithstanding any
other provisions of this section, the Secretary
ghall proclaim a national marketing quota
with respect to the crop of peanuts produced
in the calendar year 1941 equal to the mini-
mum qguota provided for said year In sub-
section (a) hereof and shall provide for the
holding of the referendum on such quota
within 30 days after the date upon which
this act becomes effective, and the State and
farm acreage allotments established under
the 1941 agricultural conservation program

ghall be the State and farm acreage allot-

ments for the 1941 crop of peanuts.
C. 1940 ed. Supp. IV, 1358 (b).)

(c) The national acreage allotment shall
be apportioned among States on the basis of
the average acreage of peanuts harvested for
nuts in the 5 years preceding the year in
which the national allotment is determined,
with adjustments for trends, abnormal con-
ditions of production, and the State peanut-
acreage allotment for the crop immediately
preceding the crop for which the allotment
hereunder is established: Provided, That the
allotment established for any State for any
year subsequent to 1841 shall be not less than
85 percent of the allotment established for
such State for the crop produced in the

#8o In original.
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calendar year 1941: Provided further, That
for the second or third year of any 3-year
period ir which marketing quotas are in
eflect the acreage allotment for each State
for such year shall be increased above or
decreased below the allotment for the State
for the immediately preceding year by the
same percentage as the national marketing
quota for such year is increased above or
decreased below the national marketing quota
for the preceding year. (7 U. 8. C. 1940 ed,
Supp. IV, 1358 (c).)

(d) The Secretary shall provide for appor=
tionment of the State acreage allotment for
any State through local committees among
farms on which peanuts were grown in any
of the 3 years immediately preceding the year
for which such allotment is determined.
Such apportionment shall be made on the
basis of the tillable acreage available for the
production of peanuts and the past acreage
of peanuts on the farm, taking into consider-
ation the peanut-acreage allotments estab-
lished for the farm under previous agricul-
tural adjustment and conservation programs,
Any acreage of peanuts harvested in excess
of the allotted acreage for any farm for any
year shall not be considered in the establish-
ment of the allotment for the farm until the
third year following the year in which such
excess acreage ls harvested and the total
increases made in farm-acreage allotments
in any year based on such excess acreage shall
not exceed 2 percent of the national acresge
allotment for such year: Provided, That in
the distribution of such increases based on
such excess acreage the total allotments es-
tablished for new farms shall not be less
than 50 percent of such increasesfs The
amount of the marketing quota for each farm
shall be a number of pounds of peanuts
equal to the normal production or the actual
production, whichever is the greater, of the
farm peanut acreage allotment and no pea-
nyts shall be marketed under the quota for
any farm other than peanuts actually pro-
duced on the farm® (7 U. 8. C. 1940 ed.
Supp. IV, 1358 (d).)

[Publie, No. 12, 79th Cong., p. 52.]

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ATEEN. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. I have asked the Sen-
ator to yield simply to inquire whether
that letter from the Solicitor’s office was
signed by the same Mr. W. Carroll
Hunter, who gave contradictory testi-
mony in the hearings before the House
committee?

Mr. ATREN. That information came
from Mr. John Bagwell, of the Solicitor’s
office, who I understand is an expert on
this particular phase of the law, and I
am sure he prepares a good deal of in-
formation for the Solicitor. He is one
of the reliable career men in the De-
partment. 4

Mr., MUNDT. I believe Mr. Hunter
has a higher position in the Department.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. Hunter holds a
higher coffice. I do not want to go into
that subject now,

Mr, MUNDT. I do not want to dis-
credit either man, except to point out
that apparently there is a considerable
amount of debate going on not only be-
tween the Senator from Vermont and
the Senators from North Dakota and
South Dakota about this matter, but

# Matter from * to " substituted July 9, 1942,
by 56 Stat. 653, in lleu of “The amount of
the marketing quota for each farm shall be
the actual production of the farm acreage
allotment, and no peanuts shall be marketed
under the quota for any farm other than
peanuts actually produced on the :[a.rm.:‘
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also between the respective members of
the Solicitor’s office in the Department
of Agriculture. So I would suggest that
if the Young-Russell amendment, as now
rewritten at my suggestion, is adopted,
we run along into 1950, when it is cov-
ered by the other part of the legislation,
and have them resolve the debate one
way or the other in the Department of
Agriculture. Next year we can then
amend the law at that time to meet any
situation developing out of the Solici-
tor’s final interpretation of ithe basic
legislation once the debate within the
Department of Agriculture is ended and
the final verdict publicized.

Mr. AIEEN. I might say that the
Secretary proclaimed acreage allotment
on wheat this year in compliance with
the law, I think the Secretary would
probably so advise the Senator from
South Dakota. This provision of the
law was suspended during the war years,
as he had a right to suspend it in the
event of a national emergency. But the
emergency being deemed over, he has
again renewed the practice of proclaim-
ing acreage allotments as the law clearly
states. I have simply asked to have the
provisions of the law printed in the
RECORD,

Mr, MUNDT. I am glad the Senator
made that request. I suppose neither
one of us ¢an conjecture into the future
sufficiently well to predict accurately
which branch of the Solicitor’s office is
going to win that debate.

Mr. AIKEN, If the Senator can ad-
vise us of any way to compel agencies of
the executive branch of the Government
to interpret laws as intended by the
Congress then I think he should have
his statue put up alongside those of
Washington, Lincoln, and Jefferson, be-
cause that is one of the greatest needs of
this democratic Government today.

Mr. MUNDT. I certainly agree with
that statement.

Mr. AIKEN. We have had demon-
strations this year, as members of the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
know, that representatives of the De-
partment of Agriculture, including the
Senator himself, have come before the
committee and placed different inter-
pretations upon the law than were placed
upon the law by the Solicitor’s office
itself.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. I was even more dis-
tressed by the fact that the Secretary of
Agriculture came before the committees
of the Eightieth Congress testifying in
support of an Aiken bill which he subse-
quently went before the people of the
United States to condemn, during the
political campaign.

Mr. ATREN. The Senator is entirely
correct in saying he did so. InsofarasI
know, the first time that the public was
ever urged to get back of the Aiken hill
by that name was when President Tru-
man, speaking in Los Angeles a year ago
last May, referred to it as the Aiken hill
and urged Congress to pass it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DoucLAs in the chair). The question is
on agreeing to the modified amendment
offered by the Senator from North Da-
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kota [Mr. Younc] on behalf of himself
and the Senator from Georgia [Mr,
RUSSELL].

Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. WHERRY, and
other Senators asked for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I de-
sire to say a few words on this amend-
ment before the vote is taken.

I have served in this body for almost
17 years. During part of that time I was
a member of the standing Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry. During my
entire tenure of service in this body I
have served on the subcommittee on ag-
ricultural appropriations of the Appro-
priations Committee, which handles ag-
ricultural appropriation bills. During all
that time, when I have labored with farm
problems, when I have underftaken to
handle agricultural appropriations, I
hope that I have never been motivated
by sectional prejudice against any sec-
tion of the United States or against the
producers of any one commodity. Time
and again I have undertaken to rectify
injustices, as I saw them, as they applied
to the opportunities of the agricultural
population of areas far removed from
where I live. I have sought to inform
myself about the mechanies of agricul-
tural production of commodities which
are not grown in the State whence I
come, in order that I might assist in see-
ing that the producers of those commeodi-
ties received something approximating
justice at the hands of their Government
in the enactment of farm legislation.

So, Mr. President, I deplore—nay, I re-
sent—the studied effort which has been
made to place this amendment upon a
sectional basis, and the remarks which
have been made, particularly by the ma-
jority leader [Mr. Lucas], to the effect
that only commodities which are pro-
duced in the South would benefit from
this amendment.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, RUSSELL, I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. 1 did not contact a sin-
gle Senator from a wheat-producing
State before this amendment was offered.
In fact, Senators from the largest wheat-
producing State of all, Kansas, did not
even vote for the amendment. That
ought to be proof of the Senator’s state-
ment.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am sure the Senator
is correct. I may say that I did not dis-
cuss the amendment with a single pro-
ducer or a single Senator from a State
which produces cotton, before I joined
the Senator from North Dakota in spon-
soring this amendment. With regard to
the commodities involved in the list of
basic commodities, I have always sought
to aid producers of those commodities,
as well as other farm commodities, where
it was practicable to do so, to receive as-
sistance from their Government, to
which they were entitled as American
citizens.

So I deplore the little snide remarks
which are made to the éffect that this
amendment would benefit only producers
of peanuts, tobacco, and cotton. The ef-
fort is made even to make it appear,
from the statement of the majority
leader to the Senator from North Dakota,

tion with this amendment.
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that the Senator from North Dakota did
not know what he was talking about, and
that the amendment would not benefit
wheat farmers, but would benefit only
farmers in Southern States.

I am glad to be associated with the
Senator from North Dakota in connec-
There are
a number of Members of this body who
are specialists in the field of agriculture.
On the occasion when this amendment
was previously before the Senate I stated
that in my opinion the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] was one of
the best informed men in the United
States on all phases of agriculture. I
paid sincere tribute to his service as
Secretary of Agriculture. But it so hap-
pens that the Senator from North Da-
kota has lived out on the farm. He has
operated a plow, and he has followed the
reaper and binder. He has operated a
tractor with his own hands, He knows
something about the practical problems
of agriculture from the viewpoint of the
man who lives on the farm, rather than
from the viewpoint of the agricultural
economist who draws a maze of figures
upon a chart and from them draws con-
clusions or formulates theories.

So this is not a sectional amendment,
It is not a wheat amendment or a cotton
amendment, as the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. A1keN] stated the other day,
apparently with the hope that if that
impression were instilled in the minds
of all Senators the amendment would be
defeated. It is an amendment which
applies equally to all the basic commodi-
ties, wherever they may be produced. If
would apply equally to corn, wheat, cot-
ton, and tobacco. Both the amendment
and the bill as reported deal exactly the
same with tobacco. Tobacco should not
have been mentioned in this connection,
because the bill reported by the com-
mittee provides for tobacco an assured
floor of 80 percent of parity. One of the
arguments I have made in behalf of this
amendment is that we should not give
the tobacco farmers special treatment,
but that the producers of all the basic
commodities are entitled to be treated
exactly alike.

Mr. President, as I have said, I have
never spoken a sectional word on this
fioor in dealing with an agricultural sub-
ject. However, I wish to discuss some of
the reasons why the corn farmers and
their representatives have never looked
with a great deal of favor upon maintain-
ing a high floor under other agricultural
commodities. In the first place, due to
the peculiar conditions which existed at
the time the original soil conservation
legislation was enacted, they receive two
or three dollars per acre in benefits for
soil conservation, above the amount re-
ceived by the producers of cotton and
tobacco. So they received a great deal
more money in the form of payments for
soil-conservation practices, for carrying
out the same practices as are carried out
by the producers of other commodities.

By legislation the producers of corn
in the commercial corn area have always
had a very distinct preference over the
producers of corn in other areas. Corn is
produced as widely as any other com-
modity. It is produced in perhaps more
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different States and more different sec«
tions than any other commodity. In dis-
cussing the reason why some of the
representatives of producers in the com-
mercial corn areas are opposed to this
amendment, it may be said that under
every law we have ever enacted on the
subject the producer of a bushel of corn
in Georgia can receive only 75 percent of
whatever loan is given to the producer
of a bushel of corn grown in the State of
Illinois or the State of Iowa. So there
is a very sound reason why it does not
make a great deal of difference to them
what their level is, so long as they have
an advantage over the other corn pro-
ducers of the United States. They have
had it in all the legislation we have
enacted on the subject. They have it in
this law. When it comes to the matter of
equality to the grower of a bushel of
corn on the Pacific coast or in the State
of Tennessee, he receives as a loan on his
bushel of corn only 75 percent of the loan
received by the corn farmer in the com-
mercial corn-growing area on a similar
bushel of corn. That tends to discourage
the production of corn in other areas. It
has not been to the interest of the corn
growers in the commercial corn-growing
area to favor a high loan value for corn,
because it would encourage the produc-
tion of corn elsewhere in the United
States, outside the commercial corn-
growing area.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. I wonder if the Senator
would not agree with me, that the col-
lege professors who drew up the parity
formula gave corn an undue break. Be-
cause of the new hybrid varieties and
the use of fertilizers in large quantities
in most of the corn-producing area
where there is sufficient moisture, the
cost of producing a bushel of corn has
been greatly reduced; yet the parity
formula reduces the support level only
a very little. Where most of the wheat
is raised, and where much of the cotton
is raised, fertilizers are not widely used.
They cannot be.

Mr, ATKEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. The figures to which the
Senator refers were worked out by the
United States Department of Agricul-
ture, in the Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics, and not by the professors.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL, I yield to the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico, a
former Secretary of Agriculture, who
will be able to throw considerable light
on this subject.

Mr, ANDERSON. I only ask Senators
not to refer to parity as being the prod-
uct of the imagination of college profes-
sors. The farmers have fought for parity
for a long, long time. It came from their
hearts and their own experience. I may
not have ridden behind a plow for as
many hours as have some other Senators.
However, I have driven tractors with
my own hands. I believe that parity
came from the farmers of the country,
and not from college professors.
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Mr, RUSSELL. There is no question
about that. Parity did come from the
farmers; and I am apprehensive about
changing the parity formula to which
the farmers have become educated over
a long period of years. We had a parity
formula which the farmers had come to
understand. They knew what we were
talking about when we spoke about
parity. But when we have a parity
formula based upon sliding 10-year
averages and a great many other ele-
ments, the farmers do not understand.
Whether the formula was drafted by
an economist from the Corn Belt or from
elsewhere, it certainly militates against
the producers of all of the basic com-
modities except corn and in favor of the
producers of the so-called nonbasic
commodities. The corn grower is
favored by the new parity formula,

One objection I have to the bill is that
it changes the parity formula and puts
poor old Reuben to work, after he has
finally understood what we were talk-
ing about when we spoke of parity. He
will be sitting up at night trying to figure
out the new formula. He is going to
be lost without a great many charts
which will not be available to him but
were used by the economists who devised
the new formula.

Mr, YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. I do not wish to cast
any reflection upon the Senator from
New Mexico [Mr. Anp=rsonN], but this is
the parity formula which was adopted a
year ago. The only change is that we
have added labor costs.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is en-
tirely correct. Some of us had some
ideas then as to where the parity formula
might have come from. I do not have
evidence, and I shall make no charge in
that connection. But it does favor corn.

The Senator from North Dakota has
spoken of another matter to which I
wish to advert. I shall endeavor to be
very brief in my remarks. Reference
has been made to the fact that the parity
formula in this bill is identical with that
in the Aiken bill, with the exception of
adding the cost of hired labor on the
farms. I am very grateful that that
was done, I think that is a vast im-
provement over the Aiken bill. But with
that exception, Mr. President, the bill
now before us is the Aiken bill in a new
dress. The calico has been taken off
and the gingham has been put on. The
base has been raised from 60 percent to
75 percent. But, by and large, the meas-
ure now before us is the original Aiken
bill. I was opposed to the original Aiken
bill, and I am opposed to this bill, be-
cause I do not believe either one of them
gives a fair deal to the American farmer.
I do not believe the American farmer
can live and prosper under either one
of them. If they are applied, they will
fail the American farmer when he stands
in greatest need of assistance at the
hands of his Government.

Mr. President, with all due deference
to the distinguished Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr., AIXEN], let me say that the
farmers of this Nation did not like the
Aiken bill, and they are not going to like
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this bill any better. The farmers of the
United States are not going to be de-
ceived by any idea that we have given
them a great farm bill, a bill providing
permanent farm legislation. They may
not understand the formula that is pro-
vided in this bill; and, frankly, I do not
completely understand it myself, and I
can certainly sympathize with the
farmers who do not understand it. But
there is one thing they will understand:
They will understand it when they go to
seek a commodity loan and find out that
it is some 15 percent lower than the loan
they have been receiving on their com-
modities; they will understand it when
they go to market their crops, and find
that the parity value of their crops is
substantially less than it was in the crop
year 1949; and they will understand it
when they are put under a reduction in
production, and are unable to secure 90
percent of parity on their crops.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. AIEEN. I wish to point out that
the over-all parity value of all farm com-
modities is exactly the same under the
revised parity formula as it is under the
old parity formula. The difference
simply is that the relationship between
commodities varies from year to year.
Just because wheat goes down a little in
price now and the price of beef goes up,
does not mean that 10 years from now
that situation will not be reversed, in
the event that there then is a heavy sur-
plus of beef and a shortage of wheat.
But the over-all parity value of all com-
modities is exactly the same under the
revised formula as it is under the old
formula.

Mr. RUSSELL, Iam completely aware
of that. I understand that much about
the Anderson bill, and I understood that
much about the previous Aiken bill. I
said then, and I say now, that the
trouble with the bill is that some incon-
sequential commodity such as flaxseed
is lumped in with the basic commodities
in the determination of parity; and, un-
der such circumstances, if the price of
flaxseed were to go up a certain per-
centage, it would pull up with it the price
of cotton and the price of wheat; but if
the price of flaxseed were to go down a
certain percentage, it would pull down
with it the price of such great staple
commodities as wheat or cotton or corn.
That is why I am opposed to the present
bill, because under it when the most in-
significant commodity included in the
parity formula makes a change in price,
it will cause a similar change to be made
in the prices of the great commodities
on which millions of American farmers
depend for their livelihood. I think that
is one of the great weaknesses of the
provosal now presented to us.

Mr. President, we have had long dis-
cussions on farm bills,

Every time we have ever had a farm
bill before us, the question has been
raised as to why we did not treat all
commeodities exactly alike and include all
of them with the basic commodities. We
had that difficulty when the farm bill was
first presented to the Congress in the
first 100 days of the administration of
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Franklin D. Roosevelt, in 1933; and a
contest then raged in the Congress of
the United States as to which commodi-
ties should be designated as basic and
which should not. After exhaustive
study and long debate, the Congress de-
cided that the commodities which his-
torically had had a system of handling
under which it was possible to store them
and those which could be stored with-
out deterioration or loss in value should
be classified as basic commodities; and
that has been the standard we have fol-
lowed all through the years since that
time. There is considerable difference
between handling or storing a hundred-
weight of butter and a bushel of wheat.
There is a great deal of difference be-
tween handling and storing and market-
ing some dressed poultry and a bale of
cotton. That is the reason why this dis-
tinction was made in the first farm bill
under the Roosevelt administration, and
why the distinction has been continued
up to this good day. .

The nonbasic commodities, as I
pointed out the other day, benefit from
this new parity formula, in that their
parity values have been increased. The
parity values of the basic commodities
have been reduced. The failure to adopt
this amendment will assure a diserimi-
nation against the producers of the
basic commodities. That is true without
regard to where they are grown.

Mr. President, I do not claim to be a
prophet or the son of a prophet, but I
think I have some knowledge of condi-
tions on the farms in these United States.
In my opinion, this bill will be displeas-
ing to the farmers of this Nation. They
did not like the Aiken bill in its old dress;
they are not going to approve of it in this
new dress.

On the night of June 17, 1948, when
the original Aiken bill was under con-
sideration, I stated on the floor of the
Senate that when the farmers of the
United States understood what was in
that bill, there would be a feeling of re-
sentment against those who had forced
it upon them. I made this statement:

If this bill is enacted, I respectfully predict
there will be some changes made in our
Government. There will be some new Ben-
ators here who will be to see that
the farmers enjoy at least & small modicum
of the unparalleled progperity which is now
sweeping the country.

I went into the matter at some length.
I predicted then, and I do now, that the
farmers would resent it; and I stated
that it was not a party proposition at all.
I repeat that statement today: Itisnot a
party proposition. The farmers of the
United States—indeed, all people who
believe in fair play in this Nation—are
going to vote for those who they think
are willing to give a square deal to the
farmer. Any such reduction as the one
provided by this measure in the income
of farmers, at a time when all other
incomes are rising, is not a fair deal for
the American farmer.

Mr. President, we have voted to raise
the minimum wage to 75 cents an hour.
We have voted benefits of one kind or
another to almost every group in the
United States. I do not see how Sena-
tors can in good faith tell the farmers
of the United States that they have
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passed a bill for their relief and benefit,
when the bill is certain to reduce the
incomes of the farmers of the United
States.

The other evening my good friend the
Senator from Illinois spoke about econ-
omy in the Government, and said that
some of those who have been in favor of
economy were voting for this amend-
ment. In the first place, Mr. President,
no proof has been given that this amend-
ment will cost the people of the United
States any money at all, because if mar-
keting quotas are imposed and if pro-
duction is brought into line with con-
sumption, there will be no great loss un-
der this proposal. All the estimates are
speculative and are guesses on the part
of Senators as to what the amendment
will cost.

But if they involve some expenditure,
Mr. President, I say they are fully war-
ranted. We have been in session now
since the 3d day of January. We have
enacted a great deal of legislation. We
have enacted bills which have trans-
ferred from the pockets of the American
taxpayer to European and other nations
some $7,000,000,000 We have passed
bills to increase the salaries of Govern-
ment employees, of executive officers of
the Government, of the Army, and the
Navy. We are preparing to increase so-
cial-security benefits, in which the farm-
er cannot share. I venture to say that
99 out of every 100 bills enacted by the
Congress will mean an increase in the
budget and in Government expenditures
in 1950, and in the years tocome. Nota
single proposition has been advanced
that would reduce the income of any citi-
zen of this country, not even an increased
tax bill to take care of the increasing
costs, except in the case of the American
farmer; and the American farmer is con-
fronted here with a bill that is sure—
and no man can deny it—to reduce his
income.

Mr. President, the idea that the
farmer's income can be increased by let-
ting him produce more as his prices go
down simply will not work. I do not see
how any person ever could delude him-
self with the idea that a farmer is bet-
ter off producing 2,000 bushels of wheat
and losing 5 cents a bushel on it than to
produce 1,000 bushels of wheat and make
10 cents a bushel on it. It may be the
economist’s dream., It may be the de-
light of the college professor to figure out
a formula that would let the farmer in-
crease his production and thereby ab-
sorh the reduction in his price. But
when the farmer reaches the point where
he has to sell his commodity for less
than it costs to produce it, it is only add-
ing impetus to his slide into bankruptcy
to encourage him to produce more at
less than the cost of production, with
the fallacious idea that it is going to
build up his income.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. There have been cer-
tain proposals that we extend the guar-
anty of support to industry, or to certain
segments of industry. I should like to
point out that the farmer is in a cate-
gory by himself. He, so to speak, dumps
his produets in the street and the high~
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est bidder takes them. In the case of
automobiles or of almost any other in-
dustrial goods, the manufacturers prac-
tically set the price. There is no way
of controlling the production of tractors,
since the factories have set their pro-
grams to suit themselves.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is emi-
nently correct. A great deal has been
made of the fact that we have lost
money on potatoes and on certain other
commodities that have been produced in
too great an abundance. That all grows
out of the war, and is an expense of war.
We stepped up the production of all those
commodities during the time our great
conflict for survival was raging. We en-
couraged the farmer to produce as much
as he could. We gave him every incen-
tive to produce. Certain losses were in-
curred when the war ended and there
was no way to dispose of those commodi-
ties. How about the other costs of the
war? We poured out—I think I saw the
figures somewhere—§78,000,000,000 or
$79,000,000,000 in building great war
plants throughout the Nation. And
what did we do? We turned them over
atl a very low cost to some private indus-
try in many cases; in others they are
standing vacant and earning no income
whatever. That is a cost of the war
which exceeds by a hundredfold any
costs that may have been incurred in
disposing of the surplus war commodi-
ties. We passed special tax measures to
give a break to industry, to enable in-
dustry to get off the war footing and back
onto a civilian footing. It cost the
Treasury of the United States literally
billions of dollars. It was proper that
we should have assisted those people in
getting readjusted in the postwar pe-
riod. But when it comes to the postwar
period for the farmer, we point to prac-
tically insignificant losses, considered in
the light of the losses that occurred in
other fields, and say, “Well, we had the
loss, and we have got to cut down the
farmer’s loan value. We have got to
cut down the parity value of his com-
modity.” These small losses were the
result of his superefforts during the war.
I say it is discriminatory against the
farmers of our land.

Mr. President, I do not know as much
about the Bible as I should. But I re-
member the passage which tells us the
word went forth from the palace of Shu-
shan that Mordecai, the Jew, must die.
Haman built the highest gallows ever
constructed, on which Mordecai was to
be hanged. It turned out that Haman
was hanged on those gallows. I hope my
friends who have sent out to the farm-
ers the word that their income must go
down are not building a gallows on
which they will be hanged in the next
election.

It seems some of us never learn any-
thing from the past. It would seem that
a slight reference to the votes in the
farm States—and I am not talking about
the solidly Democratic States; I am talk-
ing about the formerly solidly Republi~
can States—would be enough to let the
Senate know how the farmers feel about
any legislation that is going to set them
backward, when we are pushing forward
the income of every other group in the
Nation.
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I hear that all the votes are present to
defeat the amendment. Senators are
merely sitting here, champing at the bit,
to get a chance to vote, so they can come
in and slap the amendment down. The
opposition say they have all the votes
necessary to defeat it. I hope that will
not be the case. I hope the amendment
eliminating the word “shorn” in front of
the word “wool” in the bill as reported
by the committee will not shear away
the support of those who thought this a
pretty good amendment when it was still
“shorn wool” in the bill instead of just
being “wool,” including also slaughter-
house wool. But I urge Senators to con-
sider this matter in their minds and
hearts, to determine whether they can
possibly justify passing a bill that is de-
signed to reduce the income of the Amer-
ican farmer at a time when every other
piece of legislation enacted here is de-
signed to increase the income of some
other group. I shall not go into the
figures which show that the farmers are
not getting rich. I used them recently
in the debate. The price of his com-
modities has gone up, it is true, but it has
increased only about half as much as in-
dustrial wages have, the wages of those
who toil in the factories, and I certainly
want them to earn all they can. I realize
we should seek to fix the objective of
$300,000,000,000 income for our Nation.
If we do not keep our national income
high, we shall never be able to handle
the gigantic national debt that is sad-
dled upon us. But it is impossible to
keep the income high if we start in with
a bill to reduce the income of the farm-
ers. It will set in motion forces that will
drag down the whole of the national in-
come. Dry up the farmers’ buying
power? Senators say it can be done—
and then have prosperity in the coun-
try. It has never been possible to do it
before, and it cannot be done now. The
farmer may be put out of business, but
when he is, the small-town merchant is
put out of business. When the small-
town merchant goes out of business, it
puts out of business the great industries.
. If we reduce the income of the farmer
while trying to increase national income
we are undertaking a task as impossible
as that of old King Canute who tried to
beat back the ocean with a broom.

I yield to the Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not know
anything about wool, but what is the sig-
nificance of changing the wool amend-
ment? Does that increase the obliza-
tions of the Government in any substan=-
tial way?

Mr. RUSSELL. Iam not an expert on
wool. I understand it brings in slaugh-
terhouse wool and makes it available for
loans, which is something which had not
been done heretofore.

Mr., ANDERSON, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. It has always been
done heretofore.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator’'s orig-
inal bill did not do it. It took out that
category of wool. I am afraid I cannot
qualify as an expert on wool.

r. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Seznator further yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.
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Mr. FULBRIGHT. What is interest-
ing me is that we added pulled wool and
took out mohair. What is the explana-
tion of that change?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am not an expert on
that. Perhaps I can answer the Sena-
tor’s question at some later date.

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will
accept this amendment. I do not believe
that by the wildest flight of fancy it can
cost the Treasury of the United States
any substantial part of the estimates
which have been made. Certainly, it
cannot if the Secretary of Agriculture
does his duty.

I want to say another thing, Mr. Piesi-
dent. I have heard it rumored that
statements had been made that the Pres-
ident of the United States will veto this
bill if it is amended as is proposed by the
amendment offered by the Senator from
North Dakota and myself. I simply do
not believe that can possibly be a fact.
How on earth could a man be elected
President of the United States very large-
ly on the defects of an act, as he appealed
to the farmers of the Nation, and veto a
bill which is practically a dressed-up
replica of it?

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr, TAYLOR. Did the Senator see
the statement in the newspapers that the
President said he would stay with the
Vice President on this bill?

Mr. RUSSELL. No; but it just bears
out what I say. I am quite sure the
President of the United States, after
the appeal made for the farm vote, would
not even consider vetoing the bill to
keep the farmer nearly as well off as he
is today.

Mr. TAYLOR. He could not, after he
said that it was what he wanted.

Mr. RUSSELL. Iam delighted to hear
that, and I appreciate the fact that the
Senator has brought it to my attention.

It has been said that the American
people are demanding this bill. That is
carrying out the old idea that the
farmer is a second-class citizen. Is he
not among the American people? Is he
not a citizen of the United States? He
works and produces foocd and clothing
which enable us to live. His sons have
always made their full contribution in
all the wars in which our Nation has
been engaged. He lives close to nature
and to nature’s God. We never find a
farmer in any subversive group. Farm-
ers are good and patriotic American citi-
zens. I believe other citizens of the
United States, who are not engaged in
agriculture, desire to see the farmers re-
ceive the small minimum of justice which
this amendment will afford them.

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to take a few minutes of the Sen-
ate’s time to invite the attention of my
colleagues to some pertinent material
which bears very directly upon the
amendment which is before us, and also
upon the bill.

I make the categorical statement that
this is no time to be cutting price sup-
ports. Ninety percent is actually too low
for basic commodities. It should be con-
sidered the very minimum in the publie
interest. I think we should look back
into history. We can point with abhor-
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rence to the price drop which took place
in 1920 and 1921, I invite the attention
of the Senate to the price drop which
took place in 1920 and 1921. It was ac-
tually the beginning of the depression of
the 1930's. It was the beginning of the
long depression which resulted in col-
lapse in the 1930's.

In the period of 12 months from 1920
to 1921 farm prices were drastically re-
duced in this great, prosperous America.

I want to point out to my colleagues
that from 1920 to 1933 farm mortgage
indebtedness increased by $11,000,000,-
000 at an average of $1,000,000,000 a
year. Someone had to pay that indebt-
edness. Let us see on what kind of par-
ity ratio it was paid. In 1920, the last
good year the farmers had up until the
war years, the parity ratio was 104.
That is when the farmer was still re-
ceiving $2 a bushel for his wheat and
was still making a little money. Every
midwesterner in the Senate knows that
in 1921 we were literally ruined. I re-
member what happened in my own fam-
ily. I think every man on a farm was
literally wiped out of existence by what
happened to prices in 1921, I want the
advocates of flexible parity to listen to
me. Parity was 75 percent in 1921, I
ask any farmer in the United States if
1921 did not practically take him to the
cleaners. In 1922 it was 80 percent. I
ask anyone to consider the mortgage in-
debtedness record of the farmer. He
was going more into debt. In 1923 there
was an 86-percent parity ratio. The
same was true in 1924, I do not know
where the farmers were who were sup-
posed to be making a lot of money.

How about a little bit later on? How
about the only year that was a good year
for the farmer, which was 1928? He had
90 percent of parity. The records show
that 1928 was the only year when the
farmer was able to pay off more on his
mortgages than he contracted in mort-
gages,

Let us go a little bit further. How
about 1930? I ask my Republican
friends: Was it good in 1930? The par-
ity ratio was then 80 percent—not 75,
but 80 percent—5 percent better than
the low minimum of the bill which we
are considering.

How about 1931, when every farmer in
this country was on his back? The par=-
ity ratio was 64 percent, 11 points below
what is contained in this bill we are now
considering, and which proposes to give
us prosperity.

-Mr. President, I am amazed to find out
that anyone could be against 90 percent
of parity. We have had it only twice,
and those were the only times the farm-
er made a dime. Anyone who has any
intimate understanding of farm life
knows that a farmer cannot live on 80
percent of parity. If that situation is al-
lowed to exist, we are simply saying that
farmers are not as good as other
people——

Mr. LONG. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY, 1 yield.

Mr. LONG. Does the Senator realize
that the economic indicators show that
wages in industry have been increased in
the Nation, that we are increasing the
compensation of Federal Government
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employees 3 or 314 percent, and that ap-
parently the Government realizes that
wages are up for everyone else in the
country, but now we are proposing to cut
them down for the farmers.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.
When are the farmers going to get on
the black-ink side of the ledger? I think
it was in 1941, the first year of the war,
when the farmer began to have some
“jingle, jangle, jingle” in his pocket in-
stead of having mortgages. He then had
a parity ratio of 94 percent. He made
money in 1942, Then the parity ratio
was 106, Do Senators think he made
any money in 1935, when his parity ratio
was 84?7

Let us for a moment ask ourselves hon-
estly, when the parity ratio was 84, in
1935, were the farmers doing well? The
only time the farmer has ever done well
was when he got a ratio of 80, not less,
This, I think, a study of the economic
facts will definitely indicate.

The farmer’s best year was in 1946, In
1946 he had a parity ratio of 121, in 1947
he had a ratio of 120, in 1948 of 115, and
his parity ratio, as we all know, has gone
down considerably this year.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Arkansas,

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Has the Senator
the figures of per capita incomes so as to
put the comparison in the RECORD?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have, and I shall
get to that. Let me point out what has
been happening in recent times.

During 1948 farm crops came down
20 percent, and the average of all farm
commodities dropped by an unlucky 13
percent, During 1949 the drop has con-
tinued. Farm commodities have slid
down the old, familiar chute since the
start of 1948 by 20 percent. Today the
American farmers get $4 for the very
same amount of goods that brought $5
just a little over a year and a half ago,

Perhaps some think these price de-
clines have happened just to a few com-~
modities which only a few farmers pro-
duce. Let no one fool himself.

Let us look at the major basic com-
modities. Look at wheat, for example.
Since the start of 1948, wheat has come
down well over one-third—36 percent to
be exact. Cotton has come down from
the postwar peak by 22 percent and a
fifth or a sixth of the drop has come in
the last year. Rice is down 36 percent
from the early part of 1948, and more
than half of that cut has come in the
last year. Tobacco, due to various for-
tunate circumstances, seems to be in
better shape, percentagewise at least.
But look at the other great basic com-
modity, corn. Since the beginning of
1948 corn prices have dropped more than
half—52 percent.

Mr. President, that is what price sup-
poris do. If the Secretary of Agriculture
did not announce price supports, as he
has on occasion, when he could announce
a 90-percent price support, the prices
would go way down. There has been in-
stance after instance where the Secre-
tary of Agriculture has had to announce
a price support prematurely in an effort
to bolster up the market, as he did re-
cently in connection with some commod-
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ities. I recall particularly the case of
dried milk. The distinguished senior
Senator from Minnesota [Mr, THYE], the
junior Senator from Minnesota and the
Benator from Wisconsin went to the De-
partment of Agriculture and asked the
Secretary to announce a price support
for dried and powdered milk in order to
stop the drop. The price support was
announced at 90 percent.

Do you know how much less the farmer
is paying for the goods he must buy?
We know the farmer has to plow back
into his business of producing a very big
share of his cash receipts. He has to
buy machinery and fertilizer, milk cans
and feed, and many other items, as well
as food, clothing, and household goods.

Do my colleagues know how much less
he is paying for what he has to buy?
While corn has come down 52 percent
and wheat 36 percent, and all farm com-
modities an average of about 20 percent,
the prices of goods bought by the farmer
have come down very little. Until re-
cently the reduction was about 3 percent,
and at present the average stands at
about 5 percent. But that is not the
whole story. Parmers buy grain and
hay and animals from one another, as
well as from dealers, and the reductions
in these farm-produced items make up
a big share of the small average drop in
prices paid by farmers. In other words,
if prices farmers pay for farm goods had
not come down appreciably the average
of prices paid by farmers for all the goods
they buy would be down so little it could
hardly be noticed.

As we have learned to expect, farm
prices are coming down first, much the
fastest, and so far much the farthest of
all prices.

Thus, the purchasing power of a
bushel of corn or a bushel of wheat has
dropped very fast. The wheat farmer
is getting less than 90 percent of parity.
He is getting about 87 percent. The
rice grower is getting less than 90 percent
of parity. He is getting about 86 per-
cent.

The flue-cured tobacco grower is still
getting a little above parity, and the cot-
ton farmer is not so bad off so far with
99 percent. But look at the corn pro-
ducer. The Secretary informed me that
as of September 15, 1919, the corn price
was 75 percent of parity, because of lack
of adjustment in the parity price.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. 1 yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. ATKEN. Who is responsible for
making these announcements?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Secretary is,
but he cannot make them day by day,
because of fluctuations in the market,.

Mr. ATREN. Why can he not?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is what he
told me. I asked him the same question,

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator states
that the support of corn was set at 75,
whe:]: the law required him to support it
at 90?

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.
He sald the average was down to 75
xi)gigent of parity as of September 15,

Mr. ATIKEN. Mr. President. will the
Senator yield?

14109

Mr, HUMPHREY, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator does not
suppose that by any chance the Secre-
tary was refusing to make these adjust-
ments in order to force the Brannan bill
through Congress, does he?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I would not care
to impugn the motives of the Secretary.

Mr. ATIKEN. I would not care to im-
pugn them, but I am a little amazed to
hear the Senator from Minnesota say
that the Secretary of Agriculture told
him that the price of corn was 15 per-
cent out of line due to lack of adjust-
ment, when the Secretary has full power
to make the adjustments. It sounds
very much like what was done to the
farmers last year, when they were penal-
ized several hundred million dollars in
income on grain, and were told that the
Republicans were responsible for it, and
the Republicans sat by and never denied
it. This sounds like a little more of
that.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to say to
the distinguished Senator that the alarm
I see on the floor of the Senate now
about 75 percent is the same alarm I am
voicing. Seventy-five percent is not
high enough, and that is the point, the
Secretary should keep it up to 90 percent,

Mr. AIKEN. That is what I wanted
to say. I agree with the Senator,

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Minnesota yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. ANDERSON. If there is an abso-
lute demand that he support it at 90
percent, and he allows it to go to 75,
of what value does the Senator think
the Russell-Young amendment will be
in forcing him to go to 90 percent?

Mr. . Iam sure the Sen-
ator knows that there are times in the
market when the market price gets below
the parity for a short period of time.

Mr. ANDERSON. Rarely.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. 1 understand the
present law fixes parity at 90 percent.
Is that correct? .

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. CAPEHART. The bill the Senator
is proposing is a 90-percent parity bill;
is that correct?

" Mr, HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. CAPEHART. Now the Senator
says the price is down to 75 percent.

. HUMPHREY. I said as of Sep-
tember 15.

Mr. CAPEHART. What makes the
Senator feel, as the able Senator from
New Mexico asked a moment ago, that if
the Senate passes the Senator’s version,
for 90 percent versus the so-called An-
derson amendment. the price will go up
from 75 back to 90?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Secretary of
Agriculture keeps it at 75, and if we ever
set the minimum at 75, he will keep it
at 50,

Mr. CAPEHART. If it is 90 percent,
it will be 90 percent for another year.

Mr. HUMPHREY, There are often
times when there are fluctuations in the
price, and there are often times when
the Commodity Credit Corporation has



14110

to make farm loans. Any man who
knows anything about agriculture knows
that prices do not remain static. When
they fluctuate, the market is bolstered.
It has fluctuated on rye, corn, wheat,
hogs, and milk, a host of commodities,
within the last year.

It is my information that there may
be some who are afraid the farmer is get-
ting too rich. If so, let us see how rich
the farm people of America are. Last
year the average income of all farm peo-
ple was $905. That included food grown
on the farm and eaten in the farm home,
It included income earned off the farm,
as well as income from farming. It
added up to $905, compared with $1,572
for the average person not living on a
farm.

I ask the Members of the Senate, when
we take $905, which includes the farm
produce the farmer and his family con-
sume on his own farm, and compare it
with $1,572, the average income of a
person off the farm, how can we justify
a farm-support program of less than 90
percent of parity on the basics?

Farm people are nearly one-fifth of all
the people in the United States, and they
get a total of less than one-tenth of the
national income. The question I wish to
ask is: Shall we cut that some more?

Let us not fool ourselves. If we main-
tain a mandatory support level of 90 per-
cent of parity for a few commodities
called basic, we will not be doing too
much to prevent the disparity of either
farm prices or farm income, It would
be a pitifully small thing to do. We
would not be doing anything directly at
all for the commodities that make up the
greater bulk of farm income—those im-
portant products which are not called
basic. Of course, it is my considered
judgment that we ouzht to have many
more commodities under mandatory
price supports, many more. I might
point out that those that are under man-
datory price support of 90 percent of
parity, the basics, do not represent the
great bulk of American agriculture.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY, I yield,

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator believe
that mandatory support of 90 percent of
parity for basics would give those com-
modities an unfair advantage over the
producers of dairy products, poultry, and
meat products? .

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am not opposing
the entire bill that is before us, because
the entire bill has within it this dis-
cretionary power to the Secretary of
Agriculture which permits him to set
other price supports for the nonbasic
commodities, and those price supports
shall be in relationship to the price that
the farmer has to pay, and to the supply.

Mr. ATKEN. Does the Senator think
that the Secretary would fix the price of
those other nonbasic commodities at a
high level? 3

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think he would in
order to protect the economy.

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator know
that the Agricultural Act of 1948 permits
the Secretary to fix the support level for
any farm commodity at 90 percent of
parity?
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t,hl\? HUMPHREY, Yes; I do know
at.

Mr. ATKEN. Does the Senator think
that if the Secretary would fix the sup-
port level up near 90 percent under the
proposed law, when it is passed, that he
would not also fix it at 90 percent under
the Agricultural Act of 1948 in the event
that no new legislation is enacted?

Mr. HUMPHREY, Yes; I do. I think
he would.

I should like to point out in reference
to what we are talking about, that is
the basics, which we discussed the other
day—and, to be very frank about the
matter, the basics do not affect a great
part of my portion of the country—that
these so-called basics are called basics
because of tradition. I think there are
many other commodities that are much
more basic in agriculture than those we
are considering.

Mr. ATKEN., Let me say I agree with
the Senator in that statement.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena-
tor. We are not even talking about beef
cattle, for instance, which account for
17 out of every 100 dollars of American
farm income. Beef cattle have dropped
in price by about one-fourth in a little
over a year. Hogs bring 12 out of every
100 dollars that farmers take in, and
hogs are between a fourth and a third
lower than a year ago. Milk and but-
terfat account for 141%2 dollars out of
every 100 in United States farm receipts;
milk has dropped from its postwar peak
by 26 percent and butterfat by 33 per-
cent. The prices of wholesale milk and
butterfat are down from a year ago by
one-fifth.

I wish to commend particularly my
senior colleague [Mr. TayYE] on the in-
clusion of milk and butter and butterfat.
Milk has dropped 26 percent since the
postwar peak and butterfat 33 percent
from its postwar peak.

We are not even talking about those
important commeodities that we have not
seen fit to call basic commodities. I
am of the opinion that the remainder of
the so-called Anderson bill as it pertains
to the nonbasies and the rest of the com-
modities other than what we call basics
will, if properly applied by the Secretary
and if properly interpreted according to
the legislative history made in this de-
bate, possibly suffice.

For example, I should like to see the
amendment presented by my senior col-
league dealing with hogs, turkeys, eggs,
and chickens incorporated, to include
those commodities as mandatory com-
modities. But if I understand the re-
port of the committee, the bill contains
what is literally a directive which pro-
vides that the Secretary of Agriculture
shall support these products in relation-
ship to the cost of other items and the
supply. I am willing to accept that ver-
dict of the committee. If we are to have
90 percent of parity for so-called basic
commodities, then it is important that
we also have an equally high parity for
those we call the nonbasic commodities.

There are some things that would be
dangerous to our farm economy. Three
dollar hogs or $10 hogs will not break
the country. The danger is when eggs
go down to 10 cents or 25 cents a dozen.
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I think 80 cents or $1 corn, with the pres-
ent price level, will break the country. I
do not think the Commodity Credit Cor=
poration is going to break the country.
I will say for the record right now that
for every dollar that the Commodity
Credit Corporation has spent up to today,
or will spend in the next 10 years, the
mortgage losses of the American farm-
ers from 1920 to 1936 will total twice as
much. Those losses will double the
amount the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion ever spends. The millions of dollars
the farmers lost in the banks, that they
never could reclaim, and which were lost
because of low farm prices, would
amount to enough to pay off all the
Commodity Credit Corporation can
spend from now on for the next 2 years.

Low prices to the farmers are what will
break the country, not the few dollars
We are going to put out in support of
the farm economy.

Mr. President, we saw what happened
when the price of cotton was down. We
had a depression then. When the price
of corn was low we had a depressed mar-
ket for cattle, for hogs, for sheep, for
every commodity that the farmer had.

I submit that the record is crystal clear
that the only time the American farmer
has ever made one dime, {he only time he
has ever been able to buy his wife a new
dress, the only time he has ever been able
to have a 2-day vacation, is when he
had a level of 90 percent parity ratio.

I submit again to those who are critics
of our 90 percent proposal and who are
advocates of 75 percent of parity that
when in 1921 parity was 75 percent, when
in 1934, it was 70 percent, when in 1935
it was 84 percent, what was happening
to the country? The only time that any-
one on the floor of the Senate can re-
member the farmer making any money
was when the price got up to around
90 percent, and when the price to the
farmer is around 90 percent, Mr. Farmer
can be a good customer. When the price
was below that what was it the farmer
needed? He needed the Farm Security
Corporation. He needed long range
loans, with low rates of interest. He
needed all kinds of bsnk credit. He
nezeded to refinance himself. And gen-
erally he ended up in the ash heap. Was
that good for anybody?

Mr. President, every depression that
has come about has had its beginning on
the farm. We are not worried around
here over voting a billion dollars for
stock-piling minerals. We are going to
vote all kinds of money to stock-pile stra-
tegic minerals. Why? To defend Amer-
ica. We are willing to vote $1,300,000,000
to arm western Europe. Why? To de-
fend America. We are willing to vote
$5,300,000,000 for ECA. Why? To de-
fend America. We are willing to vote
$15,000,000,000 for the National Military
Establishment., Why? To defend Amer-
ica. But, Mr. President, when someone
mentions that we have to spend $600,-
000,000 upon one-fifth of the population
of the country to defend the Agricultural
Belt in America so that the farmers will
not go “broke,” so that they will have a
decent farm income, so that the man who
is operating a filling station, and the
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grocery man will have a customer who
can pay his bills, it is said we are going
to break the Treasury.

I say that is so much “hogwash.” We
are not going to break the Treasury.
The only time the Treasury is in good
condition is when the farmer can buy
what he needs and pays for it. The only
time the country is prosperous is when
the farmer receives a reasonable price
for his crops. That is the basic lesson
everyone has learned.

I say once and for all that I want any
man anywhere to show me wherever a
low price ever curtailed farm production.
I want somebody to point out the record
to me where low prices depleted the
acreage or curtailed the production.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSON. Flax is produced in
the Senator’s State. Will the Senator
look at the flax picture for the last 3
years? If so he will have his answer.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to answer
the distinguished former Secretary of
Agriculture.

Mr. AIEEN. Low prices curtail my
farming.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That may be.

Let us look at House Report No. 998,
Eighty-first Congress, first session, page
19. I quote:

The shortcomings of a “low price” policy
to get production adjustments, the main
dependence of title IT, can be illustrated by
the facts of past experience. Let us choose
some examples out of the period before we
had national farm programs in operation—a
time when the theory should have worked out
in practice.

Let’s start with potatoes,

That is a familiar old word.

In 1925 the national average price was $1.70
& bushel. In 1926 farmers planted the same
acreage and got #1.31. The next year they
increased their acregge and got $1.02. The
next year they increased again and got 52
cents. In the next year, 1928, they still had
200,000 acres more land in potatoes, the year
after the 52-cent price, than they had in the
year after the $1.70 price.

Without even consulting the textbooks,
I remember the days when we used to
have farm meetings, when all my rela-
tives used to gather in the local opera
house. Every farmer would take the
pledge. They would say, “We are all
going home and cut our production 10
percent. Prices have gone down.” The
farmers learned that surpluses were kill-
ing them and that the real problem of
the farmer was the surplus. So all the
farmers would take the pledge and say,
“We will cut our production 10 percent.”
They would go home and say, “Hagen
is going to cut 10 percent, so we can put
in 5 percent more.” Everyone was as-
suming that the other man was going to
cut down production, but he never cut
production.

I continue reading from the House
committee report:

In wheat the experience has also shown
that & reduced price does not lower acreage
or result in lower production. From 1820 to
1924 the price went down, and it took 3 years
to get an appreciable decrease In acreage.
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PFrom 1925 to 1929 the price went down and
acreage went up. From 1929 to 1932, the
price went down and there was practically
no reduction in total acreage. .

Mr. ATKEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN, If the Senator will look at
the low-price years of the 1930’s he will
find that they were also low-yield years.
The years 1933, 1934, and 1935 were very
low-yield and low-price years. If price
does not affect production—and I know
that the Secretary claims it does not—
what was the purpose of the Steagall
amendment guaranteeing a 90-percent
support level for 12 commodities?

Mr. HUMPHREY. High prices affect
production, to be sure.

Mr. ATKEN. Does it work only one
way?

Mr. HUMPHREY., My point is that
the farmer is a natural producer. When
he is receiving a dollar a bushel for
wheat, and next year it is 75 cents, and
it is predicted that it is going to be 75
cents for the following year, he plants
just a few more acres. That is the his-
tory.

My distinguished friend from New
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] spoke about flax
in Minnesota. The reason a great acre-
age of flax was planted in Minnesota was
that we had a high support price. We
started producing flax during the war.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. THYE. Let me assist the junior
Senator from Minnesota. Prior to the
war, Minnesota was one of the greatest
flax-producing States in the Union. Red-
wood County, in the midsection of the
western part of the State, was one of the
greatest flax-producing counties in the
United States.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. THYE. Our flax paper was one
of the reasons which brought the ciga-
rette paper industry from France to
North Carolina. That resulted from the
steady volume of flax tow which could
be obtained in Minnesota.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct.

Mr. THYE. We had an outlet not only
in the central part of the State, but all
over the State, for flax straw and tow,
to be sent to North Carolina.

I want the junior Senator from Minne-
sota to pay tribute to Minnesota. Long
before price supports or incentive pay-
ments, Minnesota was leading the other
States of the Union in the production of
flax. California crowded us after the in-
centive payments under the Steagall
amendments came into existence.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am very grateful
for the help of my colleague. I am not
intimating that Minnesota was not a
great flax-producing State. I wish, how-
ever, to point out that during the war,
with the added implementation of price
support, we had increased production of
flax. Since the war we have had some
acreage reduction.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. AIEEN. Will the Senator en-
lichten us as to why the Secretary of
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Agriculture has fixed a support price
for flax next year at 60 percent of parity,
when he had authority to fix it at 90
percent?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Because we hal
some overproduction,

Mr. AIKEN. What effect will the 60
percent have on overproduction?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I do not know; nor
do I think the Secretary knows,

The junior Senator from Minnesota
does not claim to be an expert, but
would like the distinguished members of
the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry to bring to the attention of the
Senate any faets which will show that
over a long period of time a lower price
has resulted in reduced acreage. I want
them to prove their thesis, not by flatly
asking questions, but by producing evi-
dence on the floor of the Senate that a
flexible parity will reduce acreage, and
thereby reduce production. Then let
them produce evidence to show that a
reduced acreage will result in a reduced
production. There may be a new kind
of seed that will expand production. The
program of parity is based upon the con-
cept that a reduced parity ratio will re-
sult in reduced production. I submit
that we have no guaranty of it. It is a
hope. It is a theory, I also submit that
such a reduced formula may actually
cost the Government more. The 75-per-
cent rate may be applied to more bushels
or more pounds.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. ATEEN. What does the Senator
have to say about the Democratic Party
platform in this connection?

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from
Minnesota will conclude by saying that
so far as he knows, the Democratic Party
promised a 90-percent program. Un-
less we live up to it, we misled the farmers
of the Midwest.

Mr. KERR. Mr. President, I think
the Senate is not only going to vote on a
proposal for 90 percent of parity for cer-
tain basic farm commodities, but also
on a proposal for 90 percent of parity
as the foundation for the prosperity of
the Nation.

The record shows that the farm popu-
lation is about 20 percent of the popula-
tion of the country, but that the farmers
have only about one-seventh of the
national income. The record further
shows that the workers of the country
have no more income than the farmers.
When farm income was $5,000,000,000 a
year in the early 1930’s, the income of
workers was $5,000,000,000 a year. Last
year farm income was about $30,000,000,-
000. The income of the workers was about
$30,000,000,000.

A few days ago the President of the
United States said that he looked forward
to the day when this country would have
a national income of $300,000,000,000 a
year. We all hope for that day. If that
day is to be, and if the future can be
judged by the past, it can only be when
the farm income amounts to one-seventh
of $300,000,000,000 a year. So I say that
we are not only voting with reference to
the farm program, we are voting with
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reference to the prosperity of the coun-

We hear a good deal of talk about a
recession. We had one the month fol-
lowing the decline in the prices paid to
the farmers for their products. If the
workers can have full employment at
good wages, and if the farmers can have
reasonable production at good prices, we
cannot have a depression. But I say
further that unless the workers have
good wages and full employment, and
the farmers have good prices for reason-
ably full production, we cannot have
prosperity. On the basis of the record,
if the workers cannot receive as much
per annum as the farmers, when we are
talking about removing price supports
from the products of the farm we are
talking about removing support from
under the amount of wages paid to the

workers. The farmers buy 30 percent

of the manufactured products of the
country. They buy 30 percent of the
automobiles. They buy 30 percent of all
the motor vehicles. They buy 30 percent
of the industrial output of the Nation.

We have had 90 percent of parity with-
out bankruptey. In fact, instead of en-
couraging or producing bankruptey, it
has written a guaranty under national
prosperity. When we remove that
foundation from under the farm income
of the country, we are removing the
foundation of prosperity.

I not only ran on a program of 90 per-
cent of parity, with adequate controls,
but I am going to vote on the basis of 90
percent of parity for basic commodities,
with adequate controls. Giving proper
concern to the.over-all prosperity of the
Nation, I see no way that we can do
otherwise than approve this amendment.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I had
expected to say something on this sub-
ject, but other official duties have pre-
vented me from doing so.

I do not wish to discuss the matter at
any length whatsoever, but I do wish to
emphasize what the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. KErr] has just
said. The question here is not whether
we are going to support prices at a given
Jevel in order to secure reasonable pros-
perity for the farmer, but the question is
whether we are going to maintain the
prosperity of the Nation. In order to
meet the commitments this country
already has made, we must have a na-
tional income or national productivity
of above $250,000,000,000, constantly ris-
ing toward $300,000,000,000 a year. How
can that be done if we reduce the income
of all the farmers, particularly the in-
come of the farmers who are producing
the basic crops?

It will be said at once that we are
simply going to add to the burdens on
the United States Treasury and on all
the taxpayers. To that statement I say,
very well, let us face the fact squarely.
If we reduce the price of the farmers’
products, we shift the burden onto the
shoulders of agriculture. Those who
vote to do so, wish to put the burden on
the farmers. When they do that, they
start the downward process toward an-
other depression in the United States.
It is infinitely better to permit all the
taxpayers to shoulder the losses which
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may be occasioned by a farm program
such as the one here proposed for the
basic crops, than it is to put that burden
on the shoulders of the American pro-
ducers of those crops.

Senators may figure it out as they
please. I have been amazed to hear so
much discussion of statistics and of par-
ity and what it is and what it is not, and
to hear various statistics presented in
regard to various crops.

Mr. President, this is not a problem
which can be resolved on the basis of
statistics gathered in any department in
Washington. It is resolved back on the
farms in the country. What happens?
Almost all of us are farmers or are one
or two degrees removed from the farm.
We know that with declining farm
prices for the basic commodities, the
equity will go out of everything the farm-
ers have. In a declining market for
basic commodities, farm machinery,
which has not greatly declined in price,
will become almost worthless within 2
or 3 years. It will lose one-third of its
value the first year.

Mr. President, that is not all. What
else will happen? The moment there is
inaugurated a program which will assure
declining prices for the basic farm com-
modities, the equity will go out of the
land itself. In that event, land which
had been worth something, which was
worth something on the tax books, which
paid revenues to the States and counties
throughout the Nation, will depreciate in
value; the revenues of the local govern-
ments will decline; and with declining
revenues will come greater burdens upon
the local governments, both county and
State.

What broke the farmer in 1920 and
1921 was not alone the initial shock of
low prices, starvation prices for his prod-
ucts; it was that every bit of the equity
in his farm, in his machinery, in his
equipment—all of it—disappeared al-
most overnight.

The Senator from Minnesota is en-
tirely correct when he says that those
who vote for this hill will increase the
farm mortgages in the United States,
when a reduction thus begins in the
prices of the basic agricultural products
of the Nation. Those who vote for this
bill will increase the burden upon the
farmer himself, and he will have to
shoulder it.

We can never have a national income
of above $250,000,000,000 a year unless
the farmers are prosperous. We cannot
meet the commitments which already
have been made unless we can have a
national income climbing from $250,000,-
000,000 up toward $300,000,000,000 a year.

That is the matter as I see it. Statis-
tics make no appeal to me. I definitely
understand that in certain years and
under some conditions, the burden upon
the Treasury may be increased. But,
Mr. President, we must carry that burden
on the shoulders of all the taxpayers, or
else we shall have to shift it again, as
was done after World War I, to the
shoulders of the farmer; and if that is
done, it will break him and will destroy
his economy and will destroy the value
of his holdings and will send him out
into the world as a hopeless man strug-
gling against great odds.
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Mr. President, today the odds have in-
creased. Wages have risen. The prices
of all manufactured and fabricated
goods have risen. Not only that, but by
our laws we have frozzn those prices far
beyond the reach of the farmer, unless
he can get 90 percent of parity, and
more, for his products.

That is the condition we face. We
have the choice between a prosperous
nation or a nation which finally will suf-
fer all the ills and pangs and hardships
of another depression. We have the
choice between having all the taxpayers
share a necessary burden, whenever it
is necessary for that burden to be borne,
or putting all of it back on the shoulders
of the American farmer. Mr. President,
I do not intend by my vote to do that. As
a taxpayer, I prefer—because I know it
will be better for me—that the American
taxpayers share that burden with the
farmer.

If our economy and our whole system
will not permit the farmer to prosper
reasonably, then there is something rad-
ically wrong with it. If our system of
economy will not support a price of 90
percent of parity, not for all crops, but
for the basic crops, there is something
definitely wrong with it. Either all the
people of the Nation must bear a part of
the burden, or it must be shifted back
to the shoulders of the farmers alone.

Mr. THYE, Mr. CAPEHART, and Mr.
MORSE addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Georgia yield; and if so,
to whom?

Mr. GEORGE. I have yielded tis
floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Minnesota is recognized.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, there are
very few men whose acquaintance I have
made in recent years for whom I have a
greater admiration and respect than the
senior Senator from Georgia. I do not
rise for the purpose of being critical, but
to ask whether, in view of the soil-con-
servation needs of the Nation, the Sen-
ator does not concur and agree with me
that dairy products, pork, beef, poultry,
eggs, and turkeys should have the same
specific protection as the basic commodi-
ties to which the Senator referred,
namely, corn, cotton, wheat, peanuts,
rice, and tobacco?

I share the same feeling for the farmer
that the Senator has for him, I have
been a tiller of the soil from boyhood.
Even when other children were at school,
I was stumbling along back of a two-
horse drag, barefooted, skinning my toes
because the reins were too short to allow
me to get far enough back of the drag.
I have a very sincere feeling for the
farmer,

I want a program, too, that is basically
sound. If there is anything wrong in
agreeing to the amendment to which I
referred recently, and that I offered,
which included beef, poultry, eggs, and
turkeys, I want to be put right. I put
the question to the distinguished Senator
from Georgia, because of my great ad-
miration for his judement.

Mr. GEORGE. I answer the Senator
unhesitatingly; there is no reason why
those commodities and products should
not be supported at the proper price. I
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am not so familiar with the products and
their production as I am with certain of
the other basic crops. Ninety percent
may be right for those products also, but
they certainly should have an adequate
support price.

I am anxious to observe the program.
Some of my good friends among farm
leaders have made this appeal to me:
“Let us save the program.” My answer
has been, “If the program is not going to
be worth anything to the American
farmer; I am not tremendously con-
cerned with what becomes of it.” But I
do believe in the program. I unhesitat-
ingly answer the Senator by stating
there should be an adequate price sup-
port under those products; and so far as
I know, 90 percent is a fair basis.

Mr. THYE. Iam grateful and thank-
ful to the senior Senator from Georgia
for agreeing with me, because there is no
farm operation that lends itself to soil
building and to the family type of farm
operation more than does dairying, poul-
try raising, or livestock production. For
that reason, when the vote has been
taken, if the 90 percent prevails, so that
we know that the six basic agricultural
commodities will have a first lien upon
the funds with which the Commodity
Credit Corporation supports prices, and
if the six basic agricultural commodities
are to have a first mortgage on that
money, then I pray that Senators will
agree with me and will tie into the basic
agricultural commodities dairy products,
beef, pork, poultry, eggs, and turkeys, in
order that we may protect the family=-
sized type of farm upon which the agri=-
cural stability of the United States has
been so ably built.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
shall only take about 2 minutes. I sus-
pect, if a stranger came onto the floor
and listened to the debate for the past
few days, he would come to the conclu-
sion that we had had no price-support
program, or, if we had, that it was some~
thing other than 90 percent. The facts
are we have had a 90-percent price sup-
port for many years under existing law.
The law which was passed last year does
not go into effect until January 1 of next
year, if at all. Therefore we have had
a 90-percent support. Price of farm
products at the moment are what they
are as a result of the existing law.

I am a farmer. I have been a farmer
all my life. I doubt whether there is a
Senator on the floor who is closer to
farming than I am. I can tell exactly
what it will cost to grow the things I
grow on my farm. I can tell how much
it costs to operate an acre of land. When
I hear of this “bushwa’ or hogwash, as
the able junior Senator from Minnesota
referred to it a while ago, I agree with
him it is hogwash when a Senator rises
on the floor of the Senate to talk about
a farmer never being able to buy his wife
a dress, and tries to make out that the
farmers of the Nation are poor. They
are not poor. They are doing well, and
they will continue to do well. I do not
think there is a single Senator who will
ever permit the farmers to get into the
condition they once were in in this
Nation.

The big problem is that of surpluses.
I shall vote for the Anderson bill in an
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effort to control surpluses. It may not
work. In any event, 90-percent parity
is guaranteed for one year, under-'the
Anderson bill. The flexible parity does
not take effect for a year.

The whole farm problem is one of sur-
pluses. Are we going to try to solve the
problem, or are we forever going to con-
tinue on the basis of creating greater and
greater surpluses? Notwithstanding what
the able Senator from Georgia said a
moment ago, it may well bankrupt the
Nation some day. The farmers in my
State, if I can believe the president of
the Farm Bureau in Indiana—and we
have a good Farm Bureau in Indiana,
which is most active—are in favor of
the flexible price support. They are
farmers. They deal in farm products.
They should know what they are talking
about. I prefer to follow them rather
than some of those on the floor of the
United States Senate who possibly have
not had as much experience in farming
as has the Farm Bureau.

I wish to read a telegram I have re-
ceived from Hassil E. Schenck, president
of the Indiana Farm Bureau, Inc., as fol-
lows:

INDIANAPOLIS, IND., October 6, 1949.
Hon. HomeRr E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building:

Deeply appreciate your votes Monday night
on farm bill and recommitment. Our defeat
on farm bill was due to too many absentees.
Understand it will come out for vote again
next Monday. If in contact with Senator
JennER insist on his presence or pairing with
someone, If possible I shall get in touch
with him by phone today.

HassiL E. SCHENCE,
President, Indiana Farm Bureau, Inc.

I likewise received a night letter from
Allan B. Kline, president of the American
Farm Bureau Federation, which I wish to
read, as follows:

WasHINGTON, D. C., October 6, 1949.
Hon. Homer E. CAPEHART,
Senate Office Building,
WasHINGTON, D. C., October 6, 1949.

On behalf of the American Farm Bureau
Federation, I congratulate you on your
statesmanlike action in opposing the Young-
Russell amendment on the critical votes
Monday evening. Your vote opposing rigid
980-percent supports indicates your appre-
clation of the fact that this sort of legisla-
tion is the best way to discredit the farm pro-
gram. We urge that you continue to exert
your full influence in support of maintaining
and developing a constructive, workable, per-
manent farm program in this session.

Avran B. KLINE,
President, American Farm Bureau
Federation.

I understand Mr. Kline to mean, when
he speaks of a workable, permanent farm
program, a program which will at least
have for its purpose the elimination of
the causes of low farm prices.

For the reasons stated, I shall vote for
the Anderson bill, in the hope that some
day, somehow, we shall be able to solve
the problem. The bill is at least an ef-
fort toward that end.

Mr. DONNELL, Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. Iam happy to yield
to the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. DONNELL. I have been greatly
interested in the Senator's reference to
surpluses. I voted against the Young-
Russell amendment a few days ago. I
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should like to ask the Senator a ques-
tion, however, and I hope I may have his
answer to it. Under the Young-Russell
amendment the level of support is to be
90 percent of parity, but it goes further
and refers to a crop of any basic agricul-
tural commodity for which marketing
quotas or acreage allotments are in ef-
fect. The question I should like the
Senator to answer, if he will, is how can
surpluses grow by the imposition of the
90-percent level of support when that
level of support is applicable only in cases
in which marketing quotas or acreage al-
lotments, which I understand are de-
signed to hold down surpluses, are in
effect?

Mr. CAPEHART. There are probably
other Senators who are better qualified
to answer that question than I am. I
should like the able Senator from New
Merxico to answer it, and then I shall be
glad to give my opinion.

Mr. ANDERSON. Even if acreage al-
lotments on cotton are in effect next
year, we will start off with approximately
8,000,000 bales of cotton, and we shall
probably add to that amount if acreage
allotments are in effect next year. Acre-
age allocations were made with respect
to potatoes, and there was a tremendous
potato crop. We have never in the his-
tory of the country been able to have a
successful acreage allotment as to corn,
and we have not even tried to have
marketing quotas. Wheat acreage al-
lotments have failed, year after year,
even though we tried our very best.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. Ishould like to yield,
first, to the Senator from Vermont.

Mr, ATEEN, Mr. President, the only
way in which overproduction can be held
down is by the very strictest of controls
over farm operations. As the Senator
from New Mexico has said, every time a
farmer’s acreage is restricted he finds a
way to produce more to the acre than
the Government anticipated. That has
been proved conclusively in the case of
potatoes.

In this general question of controls not
only are acreage allotments and quotas
involved, but there are very strict pen-
alties. A farmer can be fined half the
value of his crop if he produces more
than his allotment. If we want to keep
the kind of Government we say we want
to keep, we cannot place the farmer in a
strait-jacket, because it will lead to plac-
ing everyone else in the same situation.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
shall try to answer the Senator from
Missouri as it appeals to me as a farmer.
Under the amendment offered by the
able Senators from North Dakota and
Georgia, we can control the situation by
quotas and allocations. In other words,
the Government can say to me, as a
farmer, “You can grow X number of
acres and can sell X number of bushels
of corn.” Control may be had in that
way. As a farmer, I want to avoid that
in this country, if it is humanly possible
to do so.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART, I shall be glad to
yield in & moment.
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I am perfectly willing to experiment
with flexible price supports if I can avoid
having the Government say to me, “You
can cultivate X number of acres and
raise X number of bushels of corn.” I
want to avoid that. That is what the
farmers in Indiana want to avoid, and
that is why the farm bureau in my State
has taken the position which it has an-
nounced. That is our feeling in Indiana.
I am now very happy to yield to the
Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
Senator has stated that surpluses can
be controlled by acreage allotments and
quotas. Does not the Senator know that
at the beginning of the war acreage al-
lotments had been in effect for a number
of years, and yet at that time we had on
hand the largest surplus of cotton, the
largest surplus of wheat, and the largest
surplus of corn we had ever had in the
history of the Nation?

Mr. CAPEHART. Yes; because it did
not work. My point is that the Congress
could pass a law with enough teeth in it
absolutely to control acreage and the
number of bushels of corn a farmer can
produce.

Mr. EASTLAND. Is it not a fact that
the weather controls production more
than do acreage allotments?

Mr. CAPEHART. I was handed a day
or two ago a slip reducing the wheat
acreage which I can sow this fall. Iam
going to comply. As the Senator has
said, the weather may help me to reduce
the size of the crop, or, again, the
weather may be excellent, and I may
raise more on the reduced acreage than
I raised this year.

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator says
production can be controlled by quotas.
As a result of quotas we have piled up
the largest farm surpluses in the history
of the country.

Mr. CAPEHART. My point is that
Congress, if it wanted to, could pass a
law with sufficient teeth in it absolutely
to deny me the right to market each year
more than X number of bushels of corn,
soybeans, and wheat.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, CAPEHART, I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. As I understand the
Senator from Vermont—and I want him
to correct me if I am in error—he took
the view that acreage allotments will not
prevent surpluses, that they will simply
serve to increase the amount of produc-
tion and thus produce a surplus,

Mr. AIKEN. That has been proved
conclusively in the case of potatoes.
Since 1943 potato growers have each year
planted less acreage than was recom-
mended by the Department of Agricul-
ture, and yet they have produced more
potatoes.

Mr. DONNELL. Is that true in the
case of corn and wheat?

Mr. CAPEHART. It is possibly true.
There is no question that a farmer can
reduce his acreage and, by better farm-
ing methods and the use of more ferti-
lizer, can grow more per acre, provided
there is good weather.

Mr. EASTLAND. And by the selection
of the most fertile land.

If the Senator will yield further, I
should like to invite his attention to the
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fact that the State of Mississippi reduced
its cotton acreage practically 40 percent
and increased its production 90 percent.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. YOUNG. Potatoes are usually
raised in wet areas where fertilizer can
be used in large quantities. Most of our
wheat is raised in dry areas where fer-
tilizer cannot be used except in a few
cases. The reason why we have accumu-
late large surpluses is because of imports.
In the 4 years previous to 1940 we actu-
ally imported more wheat than we
exported.

Mr. MORSE.
Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I wonder if the Senator
from Indiana agrees with me that the
answer to the very able speeches made
this afternoon by the proponents of this
amendment is to be found in the state-
ment that they show a surprising lack
of confidence in the Secretary of Agri-
culiure, because, under the Anderson
bill, with all the dire predictions as to
what might happen if the farmers ac-
tually start to develop, the Secretary of
Agriculture has the power to raise the
parity to the very 90 percent they want
adopted as a blanket mandatory parity
for a certain selected segment of agricul-
ture, to the discrimination of other seg-
ments.

Mr. CAPEHART. The able Senator is
100 percent correct.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL., Am I correct in my
interpretation of the Young-Russell
amendment, that the 90-percent level
of the support is applicable only to a crop
of a basic agricultural commodity for
which marketing quotas or acreage al-
lotments are in effect, and that the level
of support of 90 percent does not apply
to any previously piled up surpluses
which were accumulated during the pe-
riod in which neither marketing quotas
nor acreage allotments were in effect?

Mr. CAPEHART, I am certain the
Senator is correct.

Mr. DONNELL. Let me ask another
question. I have been greatly interested
in what the distinguished Senator from
Indiana, the distinguished Senator from
Vermont, and the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi have stated, particu-
larly on this point, and I went to be sure
whether I get the idea of the Senator
from Indiana correctly.

Does he think that the imposition of an
acreage allotment need not and will not
necessarily be accompanied by a preven-
tion of the creation of a surplus? Let me
also ask him in that connection whether
or not he thinks, in connection with the
corn crop, if an acreage allotment is im-
posed, it will necessarily result in hold-
ing down the production, or does he think
that by the use of addititonal fertilizer
and more skillful methods of handling
the land a surplus may develop, not-
withstanding the acreage allotment?

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, my
answer could be “Yes” or “No.” I am
frank to say that I do not know, because I
see both sides. I am a farmer. I know

Mr. President, will the
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what a farmer can do with less acre-
age. Therefore I doubt if we have
handled the surplus situation as yet, but
I think we should continue to make an
effort to find a way to handle surpluses,
because that is the cause of low farm
prices, and it is why I prefer the Ander-
son bill at this time to any other bill.

Mr. DONNELL. May I, with the Sen-
ator's permission, ask the Senator from
Vermont to give his judgment as to
whether or not an acreage allotment
applied to corn would prevent the build-
ing up of a surplus?

Mr, CAPEHART. Iam happy to have
the Senator from Vermont answer.

Mr. ATKEN. It would have that effect;
but, as has been stated, the crop depends
on the weather to a considerable extent,
and that cannot be predicted. There-
fore in fixing the acreage allotment the
Secretary would naturally make the al-
lotment large enough so that we would
be sure to have sufficient of a given crop.
Then, if we had an exceptionally good
year, like 1948 or 1949, we would get too
much.

One thing I should like to point out
to the Senator from Missouri is that
when, through allotments and quotas, it
is necessary to take land out of produc-
tion of a particular crop, it is necessary
to be sure that that land does not im-
mediately go into the production of an-
other crop which will create a burden-
some surplus of that crop. If we start
depending upon controls, there is no
ending the controls until we control all
the land, and in fact the Secretary has
asked for such authority in the so-called
Brannan plan, under which he would
force the farmer to comply with mini-
mum and sound soil conservation prac-
tices in order to qualify for price sup-
ports.

I am primarily for flexible supports
in order to hold down controls and pen-
alties over the farmers, because I think
we must keep democracy free.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Indiana yield?

Mr. CAPEHART. I am happy to yield
for a further question.

Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator
think that with the 90-percent provision,
even though accompanied by an acreage
allotment and not to go into effect unless
there be a marketing quota or acreage
allotment, we might lead farmers to
cultivate their land so intensively or to
cultivate it over a period of years with
the same crop, that it would result in
the depletion of the value of the land?

Mr. CAPEHART. It might very well
do so.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I wish
to make my position clear. I am going
to support the Young-Russell amend-
ment. I have not spoken in favor of it
because, as I conceive it, parity means
justice. I do not believe in 60 percent of
justice for the farmer, or 70 percent, or
80 percent, or 20 percent, but I believe
in 100 percent justice for him. There-
fore I am in favor of the Brannan plan,
which, as I conceive it, is the very best
possible plan not only for the farmers
who raise wheat, but also for those who
raise the other basic commodities. I
wish to make my position plain that I am
supporting my colleague from North
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Dakota, but in my judgment he does not
go far enough.

‘Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, just one
moment before we vote. Much has been
sald in the debates about 90 percent par-
ity and fiexible price supports, and what
the Democratic platform had to say about
that in Philadelphia, I think the Senate
should know. Here it is:

We pledge our efforts to maintain con-
tinued farm prosperity, improvement of the
standard of living and the working condition
of the farmer, and to preserve the family-size
farm. '

Specifically, we favor & permanent system
of flexible price supports for agricultural
products, to maintain farm income on a par-
ity with farm operating costs—

And so forth. Mr. President, that is
the platform about which we have heard
much from the distinguished President
of the United States during this session
of Congress. Democrats have been talk-
ing about ecarrying out the platform
which was laid down at the Philadelphia
convention, and as one United States
Senator in the campaign last year, the
Senator from Illinois, took the position
that we meant what we said in that plat-
form with respect to flexible price sup-
ports in the program of parity prices
paid to the farmers.

I wanted to make this statement be-
cause so much has been said about those
who campaigned on a 90-percent basis.
I do not know what happened in other
States, but so far as Illinois was con-
cerned, I followed the platform. I wasa
member of the Committee on Resolutions
which wrote this platform, and it was
acceptable to the President of the United
States before it was adopted at the Phila-
delphia convention.

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous eonsent to have printed in the
body of the Recorp a telegram I received
from Allan B. Kline, president of the
American Farm Bureau Federation.

There being no objection, the telegram
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

WasHiNGTON, D. C., October 6, 1949.
Hon. HarLEy M. KILGORE,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.:

On behalf of the American Farm Bureau
Federation, I congratulate you on your states-
manlike action in opposing the Young-Rus-
eell amendment on the critical votes Monday
evening. Your vote opposing rigid 80-percent
supports indicates your appreciation of the
fact that this sort of legislation is the best
way to discredit the farm program. We urge
that you continue to exert your full influence
in suppori of maintaining and developing a
constructive, workable, permanent farm pro-
gram in this session.

ArLzaN B. ELINE,
President, American Farm Bureau
Federation.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Younc] and the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusserLt], The yeas and nays have
been ordered on the amendment, As
many as favor the amendment will an-
swer “yea” as their names are called.
Those opposed will answer “nay.” The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
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Mr. BUTLER (when his name was
called). On this voie I have a pair with
the senior Senator from New York [Mr.
Duries]l. If he were present, he would
vote “nay.” If I were permitted to vote,
I would vote “yea.” I withhold my vote,

Mr. CHAPMAN (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
my colleague the junior Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. Wrraers]l. If he were
present, he would vote “yea.” If I were
permitted to vote, I would vote “nay.”
I withhold my vote.

Mr. MCKELLAR (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ErrEnDER]. If he were present, he would
vote “nay.” If I were permitted to vote,
I would vote “yea.” I withheld my vote.

Mr. McCARTHY (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tart].
If he were present, he would vote “nay.”
If I were permitted to vote, I would vote
“yea.” I withhold my vote.

Mr. EEFAUVER (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junier Senator from Iowa [Mr.
GrLLeTTE]. If he were present, he would
vote “nay.” If I were permitted to vote,
I would vote “yea.” I withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]
is absent because of a death in his
family.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Frear], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
McCagrran], the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SpareMaN], and the Senator from
Maryland [Mr, TyDInGs] are absent by
leave of the Senate on official business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]
is absent because of illness.

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr,
WirHERs] is absent on public business.

On this vote the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SpARKMAN], who would vote
“yea” if present, is paired with the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. FLanpErs], who
would vote “nay"” if present.

I announce also that on this vote the
Senator from California [Mr. DOWNEY],
who is detained on official business, is
paired with the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. Typines]. If present and voting,
the Senator from California would vote
“yea,” and the Senator from Maryland
would vote “nay.”

I announce further that on this vote
the Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER],
who is detained on official business, is
paired with the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. Brincesl. If present and vot-
ing, the Senator from Florida would vote
“yea,” and the Senator from New Hamp-
shire would vote “nay.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Iannounce that
the Senator from Maine [Mr, BREWSTER],
the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Reepl,
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VanpENBERG] are absent by leave of the
Benate.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER]
is absent on official business with leave
of the Senate. If present and voting, the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Bricker] would
vote “nay.”

The Senator from New York [Mr,
Duries] is absent by leave of the Senate,
end his pair has been previously an-
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nounced by the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. BUTLER].

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLaN-
DERS], who is absent on official business
with leave of the Senate, is paired with
the Senator from Alabama [Mr, SPARK-
man]. If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from Vermont would vote “nay,” and’
the §enator from Alabama would vote
uyea‘ »

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
SmiTH] is absent on official business with
leave of the Senate. If present and vot-
ing, the Senator from New Jersey would
vote “nay.”

The Benator from New Hampshire
[Mr. ToBev¥] is necessarily absent. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New Hampshire would vote “nay.”

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripges], who is absent because of
illness, is paired with the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Pepper]l. If present and
voting, the Senator from New Hampshire
would vote “nay,” and the Senator from
Florida would vote “yea.”

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. JEN-
NER] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr, Tarr] is
necessarily absent, and his pair has been
previously announced by the Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCarTHY].

The result was announced—yeas 26,
nays 45, as follows:

YEAS—26
Connally Eerr Neely
Ecton Langer Russell
Fulbright Long Stennis
George McClellan Taylor
Gurney McFarland Thomas, Okla.
Hill Malone Wherry
Humphrey Maybank Wiley
Johnson, Tex. Mundt Young
Johnston, 8. C. Murray
NAYS—45

Alken Hendrickson Martin
Anderson Hickenlooper Miller
Baldwin Hoey Millikin
Byrd Holland Marse
Cain Hunt Myers
Capehart Ives O'Conor
Chavez Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney
Cordon Kem Robertson
Donnell Kilgore Saltonstall
Douglas Enowland Schoeppel
Eastland Leahy Smith, Maine
Ferguson Lodge Thomas, Utah

raham Lucas Thye
Green MecMahon ‘Watkins
Hayden Magnuson Williams

NOT VOTING—25

Brewster Frear Smith, N.J
Bricker Gilllette Sparkman
Bridges Jenner Taft
Butler KEefauver Tobey
Chapman McCarran Tydings
Downey MeCarthy Vandenberg
Dulles McEellar Withers
Ellender Pepper
Flanders Reed

So the amendment offered by Mr.
Youna for himself and Mr. RUSSELL was
rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is
open to further amendment.

Mr. ANDERSON. I move that the
vote by which the amendment was re-
jected be reconsidered.

Mr. BYRD. Imove tolay that motion
on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on the motion of the Senator from
Virginia to lay on the table the motion
to reconsider.

The motion was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is
open to further amendment.
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INTERIOR DEPARTMENY APPROPRIA-
TIONS—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a conference report on House bill
3838, the Interior Department Appro-
priations bill, and I ask unanimous con-

. sent for its present consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be read for the information of the
Senate.

The report was read.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings for October 5, 1949, pp. 14242-
14243.)

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the conference report?

There being no objection, the report
was considered and agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate a message from the House of Rep-
resentatives announcing its action on
certain amendments of the Senate to
House bill 3838, which was read as
follows:

In TiE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U. 8.,
October 6, 1949,

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendments of the Sen-
ate numbered 6, 17, 20, 38, 46, 47, 50, 63, 66,
83, 108, 109, 125, 128, 130, 131, 132, 133, 134,
144, 148, 156, 162, 164, 166, 172, 174, and 189
to the bill (H. R. 3838) entitled “An act
making appropriations for the Department
of Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1950, and for other purposes,” and concur
therein,

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 11 to sald bill and concur therein with
an amendment as follows: In line 2 thereof,
following “exceeding”, in lieu of the figure
“g" Insert “12.”

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 64 to said bill and concur therein with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the
matter proposed by said amendment insert
the following: "“: Provided jfurther, That
funds appropriated for the Bureau of Recla-
mation shall be available for expenditure
through the facilities of the National Park
Service in amounts of not to exceed $25,000
for any one reservoir area for studies of rec-
reational areas and planning for their utili-
zation, and funds so expended shall not be
reimbursable or returnable under the recla-
mation law.”

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 67 to said bill and concur therein with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the
matter stricken ‘'out by sald amendment in-
sert the following:

“Santa Barbara County project, California,
Cachuma TUnit, $5,185,000: Provided, That
none of the funds appropriated herein shall
be avallable for construction of physical
works or the acquisition of rights-of-way
until the condition contained in the con-
tract between the United States and the
Santa Barbara County Water Agency, ex-
ecuted September 12, 1949, concerning par-
ticipation by member districts shall have
been met, and the outcome of elections with-
in the member districts shall have been
favorable in sufficient member districts to
approve the disposition of the quantity of
water as provided in said contract to make
the same effective.”

That the House recede from iis disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 80 to said bill and concur therein with
an amendment as follows: In lieu of the lan-
guage proposed by sald amendment insert
the following: “and not to exceed $100,000
shall be available for emergency reconstruc=
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tlon of the northwest unit pipe llne of the
Grants Pass irrigation district.”

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 115 to sald bill and concur therein
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the
amount of “$2,875,700" named in sald amend-
ment insert “$975,700.”

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 119 to said bill and concur therein with
an amendment as follows: In lleu of the
amount of “$794,600.93" named in line 2
thereof insert “'$784,699.93"; and in lieu of
the amount of “$186,195.93" named after
“Kiewit Son's Company”, in line 9 thereof
insert *$186,195.33.”

That the House recede from its disagree-
nrent to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 135 to sald bill and concur therein with
an amendment as follows: In lleu of the mat-
ter proposed by sald amendment insert the
following:

“Not exceeding 12 per centum of the con-
struction appropriation for the Bureau of
Reclamation for any project contained in
this act shall be available for construction
work by force account and on a hired-labor
basis; except that not to exceed $225,000 may
on approval of the Commissioner be expended
for construction work by force account on
any one project when the work is unsuitable
for contract or when excessive bids are re-
ceived; and except in cases of emergencies
local in character, so declared by the Com-
missioner.”

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 167 to said bill and concur therein
with an amendment as follows: In lieu of
the sumr proposed by said amendment insert
the following: “$3,847,000 (no part of which
shall be available for obligation or expendi-
ture with respect to the site known as Castle
Clinton, situated in Battery Park, New York
City, until title, including rights of ingress
and egress, thereto satisfactory to the Attor-
ney General of the United States is vested
in the United States).”

Mr, HAYDEN. I move that the Sen-
ate concur in the amendments of the
House to the amendments of the Senate
numbered 11, 64, 67, 80, 115, 119, 135,
and 167.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on the motion of the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN].

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. HAYDEN. The bill as finally
adopted in conference is $40,711,639
under the budget estimates. The
amount in the bill as passed by the Sen-
ate was reduced in conference by $11,-
163,460.

If there are any questions I shall be
glad to answer them, and then I wish
to make a brief statement.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. There is a section
of the bill which earmarks $100,000 for
a building for the Bureau of Reclama-
tion, which requires some explanation,
which I have attempted to present. I
ask unanimous consent that the explana-
tion of that part of the bill be placed
in the REecorp at this point as a part of
my remarks.

There being no objeetion, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

I am pleased to see the language in the
conference report on the Interior appropria-
tion bill for fiscal year 1950 which earmarks
$100,000 of the $68,000,000 appropriation for
the Columbia Basin project in my State for
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plans, designs, and initiation of a headquar-
ters building at Ephrata, from which the
operation of the greatest irrigation project
in the world will be directed. This building
will be badly needed by the time it is com-
pleted.

I also call attention to the Senate com-
mittee's report (No. 661) on the bill at page
48, which states:

“The committee concurs in the statement
on page 13 of House Report No. 324 (Blst
Cong., 1st sess.) that of the funds appro-
priated for this project $225,000 be used for
new school construction and $100,000 be de-
voted to repair and improvement of existing
school facilities at Coulee Dam, Wash., and
recommends that proportionate amounts,
based on the relative enrollment of the de-
pendents of Reclamation and contractor em=
ployees, be expended on school facilities at
Grand Coulee, Wash., in accordance with
Public Law 835, Eightieth Congress.”

Specific amounts are earmarked for con-
struction of new school facilities and for the
repair of existing school facilities at the town
of Coulee Dam. The report provided that a
proportionate amount be available for con-
struction of new facilities and for repair and
improvement of existing facilities at Grand
Coulee. If, for example, 900 of fhe students
at Cculee Dam, Wash.,, are dependents of
employees of the Government or of contrac-
tors' employees, and 600 such students are
in attendance at Grand Coulee, the amount
available for Grand Coulee will be two-thirds
of that specified for use at Coulee Dam.

By reference to Public Law 835, assistance
now available under that act, and, in recog-
nition of the unusual and extensive respon-
slbility of the Government to these two com=
munities, the committee indicated the mini-
mum amount to be made available for school-
construction purposes. It is my belief that
the Congress intends to assist school districts
in the Columbia Basin project to the fullest
extent commensurate with the pupil load
imposed on them by Reclamation and con-
tractors’ employees. Each case should be
taken upon its merits, of course, and the
localities must make an adequate showing.

The payments provided by Public Law 835,
based on the average cost per pupil for in-
struction, in each Western State, are intended
to be in addition to any assistance given
directly in building funds as in the case of
Coulee Dam and Grand Coulee. I believe
that is understood by the Bureau of Recla=-
mation here and in the field.

Public Law 835 with amendment No. 63 in=
serted by the Senate in the Interior appropri-
ation bill was intended to clarify any ques-
tion about the authority of the Bureau of
Reclamation to provide assistance on account
of the dependents of Bureau employees who
might be working in district or other field
offices and whose children have increased the
school load in such towns as Coulee Dam and
Ephrata, The hearings on the appropria-
tion-bill amendment, which is the same as
included in the second deficlency bill al-
ready approved, show that the Bureau of
Reclamation is expected to assist school dis-
tricts in the West affected by construction
activities to the full extent of the additional
burden imposed on these localities. When
the projects are in operation, local taxes will
be coming in and Reclamation will be re-
lieved of this responsibility.

Mr. HAYDEN, Mr, President, if there
are no further questions about the con-
ference report, I shall make a brief state-
ment.

Senators will remember that in con-
nection with this bill there was consider-
able discussion with respect to trans-
mission lines.

The Department of the Interior has
stated during the hearings on this bill
that its policy with respect to arrange-
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ments for the delivery of power produced

at Federal hydroelectric projects or for

delivery beyond load centers is to make
wheeling arrangements where:

First, private utilities have ample sur-
plus transmission capacity available or
are willing to construct transmission
lines for that purpose.

Second, private utilities are willing to
furnish such service to the Department
at a reasonable price.

Third, such arrangements will enable
the Department to render acceptable
power service to customers having pref-
erence, under existing law, in the pur-
chase of federally produced power.

In this connection it is necessary to
state the two sources from which wheel-
ing arrangements can be made. One is
power produced at federally owned hy-
droelectric plants. An instance of that
is at the Denison Dam in Texas, where
the Texas Light & Power Co. takes the
power from the bus bar. The best illus-
tration of taking electric power from be-
yond load centers is in the Northwest
under the Bonneville Power Administra-
tion, where it has been agreed that all
the backbone transmission lines shall be
constructed by the Administration, and
that beyond the load centers at the end
of such transmission lines the power of
all the private utilities and public utili-
ties is integrated into one great power
pool, to the advantage of all concerned.

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. MARTIN. Does the Senator be-
lieve that the Administrator, if he so
desired, could go ahead and build a
transmission line without taking into
consideration a line from a private power
company which might be available to
furnish the power?

Mr. HAYDEN, That was the question
which was so long discussed in the com-
mittee and in the Senate. The Depart-
ment of the Interior stated its policy
during the hearings. I shall not read
extracts from the hearings, but will place
citations to them in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the citations
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

H. B. 3838, INTERIOR DEPARTMENT AFPROFRIA=
TION BILL, 1950 — REFERENCES IN SENATE
HEARINGS ON POWER POLICY
1. Walton Seymour, Director, Division of

Power, part 1, pages 102 and 103.

2. Douglas G. Wright, Administrator,
Southwestern Power Administration, part 1,
pages 1300-1301, 1334-1335, and 1341.

27 Assistant Secretary Warne, part 2, page
2467,

4. Ben W. Crelm, reglonal power manager,
reglon. 2, Sacramento, Calif.,, part 2, pages
2515-2516, 2545-2546.

Mr. HAYDEN. Icite these statements
for the information of anyone who is
interested as to what is the actual posi-
tion of the Department of the Interior.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There has been
some misunderstanding, Some people
have thought that the statement with
regard to policy was carried in the Sen-
ate bill and that it has been deleted and
does not appear in the report. Is it not
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correct that it never was in the Senate
bill, but was in the report of the com-
mittee? The fact that it is not now in
the bill does not indicate——

Mr. HAYDEN. If never was in the
bill, and I made such statements repeat-
edly on the floor.

In an address delivered at Phoenix,
Ariz., last September, the President of
the United States complimented the peo-
ple of my State upon the fine spirit
shown by the private power utilities and
the public power agencies in the develop-
ment and transmission of electric power.
He highly approved this example of
mutual cooperation between the private
utilities and Government agencies and
recommended its adoption in other areas
of the Nation.

I have talked with the President today,
and feel free to say that he has not
changed his mind angd that it will con-
tinue to be the policy of his administra-
tion to encourage cooperation between
Government agencies and private utili-
ties to obtain the greatest possible
benefits from electric power obtained
from both sources.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Isitnot a fact that in
the deliberations of the conferees a sug-
gested policy was drafted and thorough-
ly discussed, which was generally ac-
cepted by the Senate conferees, along the
lines mentioned by the distinguished
Senator from Arizona?

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator is cor-
rect. I stated on the floor of the Senate
at that time this bill was under consid-
eration, and I wish to repeat now, that
when the time comes next year to con-
sider appropriations for transmission
lines it will be the purpose of the sub-
committee of which I have the honor to
be chairman to make diligent inquiry as
to how the announced policy of the De-
partment of the Interior is being carried
out.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS, Let me remind the
Senator from Arizona that I was one of
those who voted for the restoration of
this appropriation for power lines, on the
assurance by the Senator from Arizona
and the Administrator of the Southwest
power project that a bona fide, exhaus-
tive effort would be made fo enter into a
desirable contract for the benefit of the
consumers. It was felt that all those in-
terested owed a moral and legal obliga-
tion to exhaust all efforts to do so. Iam
really disappointed that the report does
not contain those provisions, but I ap-
preciate very much the Senator’s ex-
pression on the floor. His statement cer-
tainly reflects my view.

Mr, HAYDEN. In the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorp there is a copy of a letter address-
ed to me by Mr. Douglas Wright, admin-
i{strator of the Southwest Power Admin-
istration, confirming his intention to act
in a bona fide manner to bring about the
result which the Senator from Mississip-
pi has outlined,

Mr. MORSE, Mr. President, will the
Benator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. T yield.
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Mr. MORSE. Isthe Senator from Ore-
gon correct in understanding that the
conference report contains specific au-
thorization for transmission lines, as
such lines were approved by the Senate?

Mr. HAYDEN, Exactly. There was
no difficulty about that.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. GURNEY. The Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] just asked the
Senator from Arizona if the understand-
ing to which he referred had been gen-
erally accepted by the Senate conferees.
It is my recollection that it was unani-
mously accepted by the conferees. It
was expressly agreed that during the
next session of Congress, early in the
year, we would request a report from the
Department of the Interior as to how
it had gotten along in negotiating such
contracts, with full information as to
what facilities have been offered by the
private utilities, and whether contracts
have been made, and if not, why.

Lgr. HAYDEN. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Is it not a fact that
it was the intention of the conferees—
basing this question upon the remarks
of the able Senator from South Dakota—
that if any appropriations are asked by
the Department to build lines with public
funds it will be necessary for the De-
partment o show that it has exhausted
every effort to carry out the policies
which the Senator has enunciated here
this afternoon?

Mr, HAYDEN. I certainly feel that
way about it. When a fair working
policy is agreed upon it ought to be
carried out.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion
of the Senator from Arizona has already
been agreed to.

Mr. MALONE. I thought the Senator
from Arizona was explaining the report.

The VICE PRESIDENT. He ex-
plained it after the motion was agreed to.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, al-
though the explanation comes after the
act, since there has been this discussion
with respect to the announcement made
by the Senator from Arizona as to the
position of the Senate conferees, I think
the Recorp should show that by reason
of the fact that there is before the Con-
gress the recommendation of the Com-
mittee on the Reorganization of the
Executive Branch of the Government,
popularly known as the Hoover Com-
mission, and in view of the fact that
among the recommendations of that
Commission is one dealing with the
water-power resources of the United
States, as well as all other natural re-
sources, it becomes a legislative function
of the Congress to act upon matters of
this kind.

The Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs is now launched upon a
study of this whole problem, and it is
hoped by the committee that recom-
mendations will come from the com-
mitéti.ee to the Congress during its uext
session,
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OUR INDIAN POLICY

Mr. BUTLER. In order to conserve
the time of the Senate, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp
at this point some remarks prepared by
‘me regarding our Indian policy, which
I would deliver if the opportunity af-
forded.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
FEcorp, as follows:

Mr. President, In the Washington Dally
News for October 5, 1949, Mrs. Eleanor Roose-
velt’s dally column makes some rather criti-
cal comments with respect to what she calls
the Butler-D'Ewart bill, by which she means,
I presume, my bill 8. 186, which is entitled
“A Blll to Emancipate United States Indians
in Certain Cases.”

Mrs. Roosevelt’s column is entitled: “To
Arms, Indians! The Congressmen Are Com-
ing!”" In this particular column she also
tak . occasion to criticize certain other con-
gressional actions aimed at granting to cer-
tain groups of Indians the same legal rights
now extended to all white and Negro citizens
of our country. It is clear from the tenor
of her remarks that Mrs. Roosevelt thoroughly
endorses the general lines of present Indian
Bureau policy and the Wheeler-Howard Act,
which is now on the statute books,

Because Mrs. Roosevelt's comments may
help to clarify some of the differences in
opinion regarding present Indian policy, I
insert it in the Recorp at this point.

TO ARMS, INDIANS! THE CONGRESSMEN ARE
COMING!

(By Eleanor Roosevelt)

New Yorx, Tuesday—One of the Soviet
attacks on the democracies, particularly the
United States, centers on our racial policies.
In recent months the Russians have been
particularly watehing our attitude toward
the native Indians of our country.

So the question of what we do about our
Indians, important as it used to be for the
sake of justice, is enhanced in importance
now because it is part of the fight which we
and other democracies must wage, day in and
day out, in perfecting our governmental
household so that it will not be vulnerable
to attack by the Communists,

For that reason our country as a whole
should understand what is going on at the
present time in Congress in this connection.
This particular little plot, shall I call it, has
to do with the Navajos and Hopis. There are
11 Hopi pueblos, surrounded by Navajo
country. The Navajos number about 65,000
and are the largest Indian tribe north of
Mexico. The Hopis represent the most per-
fect flowering of pre-Columbian culture from
the Rio Grande to the Arctie.

For purposes largely of publicity, the In-
terior Department drafted a bill to authorize
a rehabilitation program. This bill reauthor-
ized already authorized appropriations, and
the interested public and the Indians gained
an impression that the bill actually appro-
priated $90,000,000 for their needs, It did
nothing of the kind. The hope was that it
would create public interest and thus stir the
appropriations committees in Congress to ap-
propriate some very much needed money.

The bill was approved by voice votes in the
House and the Senate and sent to President
Truman,

I certainly hope President Truman will veto
this bill. One provision of it would place
all Navajo and Hopi Indians under the State
laws of Arizona, Utah, New Mexico, and
Colorado. Only a few minor exceptions in
the matter of land law and property taxation
were made; nothing was said of water rights;
and without any exceptions the Navajos and
the Hopis are placed under the jurlsdiction
of the State and local courts,
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For a hundred years it has been the United
States policy to allow Indians their own
tribal, customary law. Under section 9 of
this new bill we will interfere with all the
things that are important to them—their
religion, their art, their self-governing ar-
rangements. The very things that those who
study Indian life consider most important,
this bill would destroy.

There is a constant effort going on to trans-
fer Indian property to whites and one of the
most successful ways in the past has been to
disrupt the Indian social system. Between
1887 and 1933, through land allotments, we
transferred 90,000,000 acres of the best Indian
land to whites. This was largely done by the
method of persuading or compelling the in-
dividualization of tribal properties.

In 1934, under the Indian Reorganization
Act, land allotments were stopped. Now
there is still another bill up for considera-
tion, called the Butler-D'’Ewart bill. This
authorizes any Indian individual, if declared
competent, to sell his equity regardless of the
consent of the coowners and, of course,
strikes a body blow at all Indian corporate
holdings. The intent is similar to the Indian
omnibus bill of 1923 which Albert D, Fall
nearly succeeded in getting enacted.

There are many other things that are being
done in Congress at the present time and
which the public knows little or nothing
about.

Are we indifferent to the way our Indians
are treated? If not we had better let our
representatives in Congress know that we
do not like the present trend of legislation.

Mr. President, it is a complete mystery
to me how a person like Mrs. Roosevelt,
who believes so strongly that segregation
between white and Negro people should
be destroyed, can apparently believe that
the segregation system for Indians should
be preserved and strengthened. I do not
mean any disrespect to our former First
Lady. I simply cannot comprehend how
any person can arrive at such opposite
opinions on two problems which are bas-
ically so nearly identical. Let me say
frankly that I do not believe Negroes
should be segregated, and I do not be-
lieve Indians should be segregated. Any
institution or any public policy which
strengthens and enforces segregation for
these two minority racial groups in my
judgment is wrong. Right or wrong, that
is my opinion, and I am at least con-
sistent.

In order to make this issue crystal
clear, I should like to call attention to
the principal provision of my bill, S. 186,
to which Mrs. Roosevelt takes exception.
Very simply, it grants to any Indian who
desires it, the right to handle and con-
trol, to sell, or to use as he sees fit, his
own property, provided only that an un-
biased court of the land decides that he
is competent to handle his own affairs.
That is the same right possessed by every
white, Negro, or oriental citizen or resi-
dent of this country. If an Indian can-
not secure a “decree or judgment of com-
petency” from the naturalization court
for his area, his land would continue to
remain in a trust status just as it is now.

Mr. President, the country and the In-
dians have reached the crossroads with
respect to Indian policy. Two paths are
open before us and the Indians. One
path leads to an indefinite continuation
and strengthening of the reservation
policy, which keeps the Indians isolated
and segregated, away from contact with
the whites who might teach them and
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help them to adjust to the demands and
to the opportunities of modern civilized
life. If the Nation and the Indians fol-
low that path, there is nothing in pros-
pect except an unlimited perpetuation
of the semifeudal, poverty-stricken,
second-class-citizenship status of the In-
dians. With probably the best of in-
tentions, that is what Mrs. Roosevelt
pProposes.

The other path is assimilating and
teaching the Indians the things that the
white men have learned and created, so
that the Indians may advance as rapidly
as possible toward a status of equal in-
dependence, equal rights, and equal re-
sponsibilities with the white race. That
cannot be done if the Indians are kept
out of the main stream of American life
and herded off in remote reservations.
The Indians can advance rapidly only
as they can come into close and continu-
ous contact with the white men and the
ways of the white men.

This issue goes far beyond the specific
bills to which Mrs. Roosevelt refers. At
the present time, Mr. President, we are
facing a subtle and insidious drive to
strengthen the power of the Indian Bu-
reau and to give it broader authority over
the destiny of the Indians,

This drive takes the form of two sets
of bills which are being put forward.
One set would transfer away all con-
gressional authority over the expendi-
ture of tribal funds, which I am advised
amount to approximately $35,000,000.
The other set of several bills would like-
wise transfer away all congressional au-
thority over the funds appropriated by
Congress of millions of dollars to specific
Indian tribes, made in the name of In-
dian welfare and rehabilitation. In both
instances the transfer of authority would
be from Congress to puppet tribal coun-
cils, but in fact, to the Indian Bureau,
which controls them.

Good examples of the first type of bill
are S. 929, S. 1564, S, 1633, and S. 1763.
Examples of the second type are S. 1691,
S. 1690, and H. R. 6152. Another good
example of this second type is the draft
of a bill submitted to Congressman Casg,
of South Dakota, and placed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD on August 25, 1949,
Let me state very definitely that Mr.
Cask did not endorse this draft. He sim-
ply placed it in the Recorp for study and
consideration, which was an excellent
idea. This particular draft, prepared
and recommended by the Indian Bureau,
would require $50,000,000 for the 6,299
families of Sioux Indians of North and
South Dakota alone, or about $8,000 per
family. These various bills generally
provide for loans to Indian groups under
Indian Bureau supervision—loans ma-
turing in 25 to 35 years, if ever, thus per-
petuating the Indian Bureau. They
provide lavishly for the purchase of pri-
vate land into trust status and com-
munal use, and freed from all State and
local taxes. They include in Indian
groups to participate in public charity,
many thousands of non-Indians as de-
fined by the courts and under the
Wheeler-Howard Act.

Preposterous as it may appear, these
bills propose to purchase, restore, and
consolidate lands into Indian reserva-
tions where the Indians are completely
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segregated from their white neighbors
on tax-free lands closed to non-Indian
settlement. Even more preposterous
they propose to admit to participation
with Indians in all Federal gratuities
within the closed reservations large
numbers of persons who are three-
fourths white, though even the Wheeler-
Howard Act defines an Indian as one
having one-half or more of Indian blood.
These bills are intended to keep the

Indians forever on closed reservations .

and to recapture those who have escaped
from the Indian Bureau and who have
merged with their non-Indian brothers
as equal citizens.

Notice has been given that many more
such bills for the pretended rehabilita-
tion of other Indian groups are soon to
be presented to Congress.

Congress may well examine the back-
ground of this policy which the Indian
Bureau and the Department of the In-
terior are attempting to inaugurate.

The further usefulness of the Indian
Bureau has been chall at various
times during the past 50 Years by well-
informed Members of Congress and even
by some of its own higher officials. For
many years John Collier challenged its
inefficiency, its waste, and its destruction
of the intrinsic values in Indian life.
But when he became Commissioner of
Indian Affairs he supported the Secre-
tary of the Interior, Harold Ickes, in re-
building the Indian Bureau into a
bureaucratic instrument for extracting
appropriations from Congress in the
name of Indian groups.

Under the slogan Land for Landless
Indians, Mr. Collier, supported by the
influence of the Secretary of the Interior
and his solicitors, forced the Wheeler-
Howard Act through Congress in 1934
and imposed it upon the Indians. It is
doubtful whether Mr. Collier understood
the real significance of the act. He was
engrossed in the plans for the self-deter-
mination of the Indians. He may not
have realized that Ickes was intent on
using the act to build up a supporting
empire for his department out of public
domain and the purchase of private
lands. This land was then available
for use by the Indian Bureau in various
tax-free enterprises in competition with
private taxpaying industries.

The Indian Bureau perpetrated the
lie upon the public, that the Indians had
lost 90,000,000 acres of land since the
allotment act of 1887. They had not lost
the land. They had sold it. Ickes an-
nounced later that the Government it-
self 1ad paid Indians $800,000,000 for
land. Besides they have plenty of land
left—so much that they are leasing 12,-
000,000 acres of it to non-Indians. This
land was not lost to the Indians any
more than have been lost to non-Indians
the millions of acres sold by them during
a like period.

The Wheeler-Howard Act provided—

First. That existing periods of Federal
trust on all Indian lands were extended
indefinitely—although many Indians had
been promised fee patents under treaty,
and all others had been been so promised
directly or by implication. Besides,
though some Indians might not want
fee patents, all other citizens had a stake
in them as future contributing citizens.
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Second. So-called surplus lands, lands
which the Indians had ceded or sold
after they had made their own selections
from them could be returned to Federal
trust and common use by the Secretary
of the Interior, in the name of the tribe
which had originally disposed of them.
This led to the dispossession of legal non-
Indian settlers through cruel and unjust
measures of the most revolting nature.
The mass eviction of settlers in the Wind
River country of Wyoming is an ex-
ample,

Third. All future allotment of land to
Indians was forbidden. This provision
turned back the clock of Indian progress
50 years and it gave the Secretary of the
Interior an opportunity to force indi-
vidual owners to turn back their allot-
ments into the common pot of commun-
ity ownership from which perhaps they
could never be recovered.

Fourth. Lands might be purchased by
the Secretary of the Interior for use of
various tribes or groups. He could use
Federal or tribal funds or both, Under
this provision came the fantastic pur-
chases of the Padlock Ranch in Wyom-
ing, the Schermerhorn in Minnesota, and
the XL in California, as well as divers
other lands and ranches to be operated
by the Indian Bureau.

Fifth. The Secretary was authorized to
create new Indian reservations, a thing
that had not been done for 50 years, and
to regather dispersed Indians. After
creating a few reservations in the West-
ern States, Ickes turned his attention to
Alaska where he was making a good start
at dividing up the territory among the
native groups until somebody stopped
him and returned the land to the Terri=
tory until it could become a State.

Sixth. Al tribal land, all reservations
created, all surplus lands returned to
trust, all lands purchased for Indians,
were to be held in perpetual trust. What
was more significant, they were to be
held for the communal or common use
of the particular Indian groups con-
cerned. Of course, no Indian groups
were any more able to make common
use of lands than would be any groups
of non-Indians. The lands are man-
aged by the Indian Bureau or lie idle.
But in order to make the Secretary more
secure in his authority over Indian lands,
his chief solicitor issued the opinion that
“under fhe rule of communal ownership
no individual member of the tribe has
any enforceable vested interest in the
communal lands or funds.” This gave
the Secretary complete control over all
Indians who had any interest in tribal
property.

Seventh. Any group of Indians that
accepted the Wheeler-Howard Act was to
be permitted to organize under a consti-
tution approved by the Secretary of the
Interior, who could then offer them a
charter permitting them to do whatever
he would direct or allow, This furnished
busy work for John Collier and at the
same time served Ickes in furnishing
rubber-stamp councils to approve what
he wanted to do or not to do. Such
councils came in handy in the land pro-
gram of the Department.

Eighth. The Wheeler-Howard Act pro-
vided for a $10,000,000 revolving loan
fund for groups which accepted the act.
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It was intended and used as an attrac-
tive bait for the Indians to accept. Like
all other provisions, it was used to con-
trol the Indians and support bureau en-
terprises. It led to the establishment of
what the Commissioner called 80 branch
banks.

Mr. Collier’s purpose in the Wheeler-
Howard Act was to set up under his
leadership self-governing Indian groups
which would become a part of a far-
flung but invisible Indian empire includ-
ing the 30,000,000 primitives of South
and Central America and Mexico. He
failed with the Indians at home but was
partially successful with those abroad in
that he was able through the farcical
treaty of Patzquaro to provide for an in-
ternational Indian institute and through
it for a national Indian institute through
which he hoped to develop his mystical
Indian state.

Mr. Ickes envisioned entirely different
results to be gained through the Wheel-
er-Howard Act. He would use it in a
practical way to build up his land em-
pire out of public domain and private
land. He was acquiring a 160,000,000~
acre grazing bureau and at the same
time importuning President Roosevelt to
take 135,000,000 acres of forestry away
from the Agriculture Department. He
was preparing to use the Indian Bureau,
national forests, national parks, the
Grazing Bureau, a great fertilizer bu-
reau, and his oil lands control, including
tidelands, to gather in the remaining
public domain and much private land
which would be relieved of State and lo-
cal taxes in lieu of fees and royalties for
departmental support.

Under the authority of the Wheeler-
Howard Act, the Indian Bureau organ-
ized more than a hundred Indian groups,
exclusive of those in Alaska, under con-
stitutions. Many of the groups were
small, some of them having less than a
score of adult members. Each of the
groups organized, if living on or near
land held in trust for them, was author-
ized by the Secretary of the Interior to
include within its jurisdiction all land
within the outer boundaries of the origi-
nal reservation of which it had ever been
a part, even though the territory elaimed
had been sold and ceded by the Indians
and had been legall:' settled by non-
Indians. This gave the Secretary an ex-
cuse for claiming many times the
amount of land actually held in trust for
the group that was being organized.
Even though the land was legally settled
by non-Indians, the Secretary was able
in some cases to restore it to trust
through decree or purchase on his own
terms, and to evict bona fide legal set-
tlers,

In a great many instances, some resi-
due group of mixed bloods having no
tribal organization or relations was or-
ganized and chartered as a center
around which nonresidents and even
non-Indians could be gathered, and for
which land could be purchased or to
whom it could be restored.

The groups, small and larger, organ-
ized under approved constitutions, were
given Federal charters of incorporation
as political action units operating apart
from those among whom they lived—
little groups of preferred citizens called
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to act for the former Secretary in -his
land acquisitions and in his experiments
in economic controls. Their councils
were always subject to Indian Bureau
control through the granting or with-
holding of benefits,

Can anyone doubt that this was all
according to plan when he observes how
the organizations are now used to trans-
fer authority away from Congress? Mr.
Ickes is gone from the Department of
Interior, but his policies live on, within
the Indian Bureau at least. Today we
see proposed a preposterous transfer of
authority over Indian Affairs from Con-
gress to puppet councils under the con-
trol of the Indian Bureau which has the
legal right to delegate to, or withhold
authority from, such Indian councils.

The Indian Bureau not only sponsors
bills designed to take away the power of
Congress over Indian Affairs and to per-
petuate itself, but these hills also provide
for the purchase of lands to consolidate
reservation holdings to be used by the
Indian Bureau or under its administra-
tion. The bills further provide for great
loans to Indian groups—loans maturing
in from 35 to 50 years—to be used by the
Indian Bureau as it has used the $10,-
000,000 loan fund under the Wheeler-
Howard Act for its own enterprises on
its controlled, tax-free Indian land.

In scores of instances during the past
15 or 20 years, the return of land to
Indian reservations or additions to them
by purchases out of private ownership,
have so reduced the taxable holdings of
surrounding communities that they are
finding it difficult to support local gov-
ernment. For instance, the purchase of
the Schermerhorn farms in Minnesota
robbed Mahnomen County of several
thousand dollars in taxes, thus increas-
ing those of other citizens. The acquisi-
tion did not even benefit the Indians,
since the Indian Bureau operates the
properties for the supposed benefit of In-
dians scattered through many States and
to whom no accounting can be made.
South Dakota now finds it difficult to
operate county government in the
vicinity of Standing Rock, Rosebud, Pine
Ridge, and its other big Indian reserva-
tions where the Indian Bureau operates
on tax-free Indian land. There are
scores of instances in which the welfare
of Indians and non-Indians alike suffer
from the reduced ability of communities
to support the common welfare.

To give a general picture of this situa-
tion, let me quote from Senate Report
No. 310, Seventy-eighth Congress:

Let us take an example from Montana:
Lake County, Mont,, has 54 percent of its
land tax exempt by reason of Federal-trust
Indian property, yet for 30 years since allot-
ment of the Flathead Reservation the Indians
have lived in peace with their white neigh-
bors. They go to school with them; they
marry with them; they enjoy all the privi-
leges of the best local government that can
be supported by taxpaying citizens. As a
further handicap to the communities, not
only is more than half the land exempt from
taxation, but the Indians having less pride
in lands held for them, lease most of them
to non-Indians who as renters are inclined
to large families thus greatly increasing the
burdens of the communities in which the
Indians usually continue to reside so that
the costs of education, welfare, and rehabili-
tation are doubled.
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After- the allotment- of the Flathead In-
dians and the settlement of the surplus
lands, the various communities, in antici-
pation of the time when all land would be-
come taxable, bonded themselves to the limit
to supply adequate schools and educational
facilities. Now, after 30 years, they are still
bearing the burden of support while the
schools need repairs and extension to meet
new requirements. The pittance of tuition
paid for a part of the Indians (not for half
of those in school and none for the children
of lessees) is an insult to the Indians for
whom it is paid and is wholly inadequate
for the Indians’ part in the support of edu-
cation., The Indians have cast their lots
with the whites and have been accepted.
If the educational and economic system un-
der which they live breaks down, they suffer
equally with the whites, or even more, be-
cause it is difficult for them to maintain
their self-respect or that of their white
neighbors for them when they are powerless
to bear their part of the burden, and their
sponsor fails to do it for them.

The Indian Bureau is not now, and
never has been, a political issue. It has
been repeatedly condemned by leaders of
both great parties, but has also been
supported by both with ever-increasing
appropriations in spite of the merging
of the Indians into the white community.
The Indian Bureau is costing many times
as much now as it did when the Indians
really needed it. If the Bureau had been
supported in a decreasing ratio as Indian
need for it declined. the Indians, except
for a few unfortunate residues, would be
independent and contributing -citizens
now. But the Indian Bureau is not con-
cerned so much with residue groups as
with those who have funds and property
which it can control to its own support.-

In 1945, after the Indian Bureau had
just finished spending over $500,000,000
in the preceding 10 years, Assistant Com-
missioner Zimmerman made an extraor-
dinary admission. When he was asked
by a committee of Congress why he want-
ed such great increases in funds and
what he had accomplished with former
appropriations, he answered that during
the past 10 or 15 years the Indian Bureau
had probably touched with benefit a pos-
sible one-sixth of the Indians, but he said
that there were many thousands of them
still living on the very lowest level of
economic existence that had not been
touched. Evidently, the Bureau must
have spent its money on the upper strata
if it had not been able to reach the lower.
Only 2 years before Mr, Collier, also ask-
ing for inereased funds, had told Con-
gress that most Indians managed to
make their own living without help from
the Federal Government eXcept such as
it rendered to its citizens in general. We
are forced to the conclusion, therefore,
that the Indian Bureau spends its money
on the able Indians rather than upon
those “living on the very lowest economic
level.”

It is interesting to note that William
Zimmerman, the Acting Commissioner
and now Assistant Commissioner of In-
dian Affairs, on February 8, 1947, in his
testimony before the Senate Committee
on Civil Service, recommended that a
group of 10 Indian tribes were then ready
for freedom from the Indian Bureau and
19 Indian tribes would be ready to be
released from Federal supervision 10
years from that time—February 8, 1947.
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None has been released, yet the Indian
Bureau now comes asking that Congress
appropriate millions of dollars for the
rehabilitation of some of these same
tribes.

It is a tragic fact that during the past
15 years fewer Indians have escaped
from the Indian Bureau into citizenship
than have done so during any period of
like length during the past hundred
yvears. If now we enter upon a 50-year
program of expenditure to establish the
Indian Bureau on a grander scale than
ever before, there will be fewer and fewer
of them becoming real citizens, We must
save the Indians from the Indian Bureau.

STABILIZATION OF PRICES OF AGRICUL-
TURAL COMMODITIES

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 5345) to amend the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended, and for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The commit-
tee amendment is open to amendment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, to
the committ®®: amendment, I offer the
amendment, which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment to the committee amendment will
be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In the com-
mittee amendment, on page 25, after
line 5, it is proposed to insert the fol-
lowing:

Sec. 416. Subsection (f) of section 22 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act, as reenact-
ed by section 8 of the Agricultural Act of
1348 (Public Law 897, 80th Cong.), is hereby
amended to read as follows: P

“(f) No international agreement hereafter
shall be entered into by the United States,
or renewed, extended or allowed to extend
beyond its permissible termination date in
contravention of this section.”

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the distin-
guished Senator.

Mr. President, I should like to ask the
acting majority leader whether, in view
of the statement made earlier today by
the majority leader that he intended to
have the Senate take a recess at 6 o’clock
this evening, it is the opinion of the
acting majority leader that there will be
a vote on this bill tonight, following the
disposition of this amendment.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, after this
amendment is disposed of, I think we
could very well take a recess until Mon-
day. A vote may be taken tonight on
this amendment; but after this amend-
ment is disposed of, it is the desire to
have the Senate take a recess until Mon-
day. So there is a possibility that we
shall vote on this amendment this
evening.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. T yield.

Mr. ATKEN. Does the acting major-
ity leader believe it will take much more
time to conclude action on this bill?

Mr. MYERS. It may very well take
further time.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.
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Mr. WHERRY. The statement pre-
viously made by the majority leader was
that he desired to have the Senate take
a recess at 6 o'clock this evening. Then
some Senator engaged the Senator from
Oklahoma in colloguy relative to wheth-
er an amendment in the form of the
Brannan plan would be offered to the
committee amendment; and I under-
stood the Senator to reply in the af-
firmative., Therefore, it seemed that
final action on the bill could not be taken
by 6 o'clock this evening.

So, following the disposition of the
Magnuson amendment, I wonder wheth-
er the Senate will take a recess until
Monday.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, if the Senate will be patient
and will wait a little longer, I see no
reason why the bill cannot be passed
tonight.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I
have an amendment which I intend to
discuss. Its discussion will take far be-
yond 6 o'clock. I do not think there will
be time to pass the bill tonight.

FURTHER LEAVE OF ABSENCE FOR
SENATOR McCARRAN

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. .

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr, President, I have
before me a statement from the distin-
guished senior Senator from Nevada
[Mr. McCarraN1 which has been trans-
mitted from Europe. I should like to
read the statement to the Senate, and
then I wish to propound a unanimous-
consent request, based upon the state-
ment the Senator from Nevada makes.

The statement from the distinguished
senior Senator from Nevada is as fol-
lows:

I have conferred with officlals of the Dis-
placed Persons Commission, the United
States Consular Service, the Immigration
and Naturalization Service, the International
Refugee Organization and voluntary agenciles.
the Lutheran World Federation, the National
Catholic Welfare Conference, and the Amer-
ican Joint Distribution Committee. My
studies and investigation have included all
major areas of Germany having displaced
persons. Authentic information discloses to
me fraud in essential documents, misrepre-
sentation, maladministration, and violation
of law.

All of the officlals agreed that the program
under the present act when completed will
have taken care of the persons actually dis-
placed by the recent war, except for a so-
called hard core which covers a group of
applicants who are disqualified under the
immigration laws because of disease or
criminality or because they are persons likely
to become a public charge. My investigation
indicates the need of tightening the exist-
ing law with respect to the securlty of the
United States, as well as the need for more
thorough examination of displaced persons
applications. Material already developed
requires further study and full disclosure
of the administration of the present act be-
fore intelligent action can be taken on pend-
ing legislation. I give you a personal assur-
ance that I am bending every effort to com-
plete my investigation so that I may report
at the earliest possible moment.

You SBenators may rest assured that there
is no immediate need for additional legis-
lation, and that intelligent and prudent ac-
tion can be taken before the expiration of
the existing law. I respectfully request you
to obtaln unanimous consent for extension
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of my permission to be absent from the Sen-
ate for another 83 weeks, as I must confer
with international refugee organization offi-
cials in Geneva, Switzerland, and will investi-
gate the dlsplaced persons situation in Aus-
tria and Italy, If we pass the House ver-
slon of the DP bill as it is now before the
Judiciary Committee it would be a serious
mistake. That is the expression of the DP
service here, and of officials of the consular
service and the Immigration and Naturali-
zation Service of the United States. I can-
not get back in time and conclude my in-
vestigation, because it covers such a wide
fleld.

That concludes the statement which
has been transmitted from Europe from
the distinguished senior Senator from
Nevada.

- Mr. President, based upon that state-
ment, I respectfully request unanimous
consent that his absence from the Senate
may be extended for 3 weeks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. MAYBANK., Mr. President, I did
not understand the request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The request
was that the Senator from Nevada be
permitted to remain away 3 weeks more.

PUBLIC WORKS ON RIVERS AND HARBORS
Mr. O'MAHONEY, Mr. President, will

the Senator yield? -
Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Earlier today the

senior Senator from New MexXico [Mr.
CHAVEZ], chairman of the Committee on
Public Works, submitted a report on
House bill 5472. As that bill was con-
sidered by the Committee on Public
Works, it contained a provision dealing
with the authorization of certain recla-
mation projects in the Columbia River
Basin. The Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs had no opportunity to
pass upon those recommended reclama-
tion authorizations. The chairman of
the Committee on Public Works was
kind enough to call in members of the
staff of the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs with respect to the draft-
ing of the bill in its relation to reclama-
tion projects. One of the members of
the Committee on Public Works, the
junior Senator from Utah [Mr., War-
KIns], raised the question, in the pro-
ceedings yesterday in the Committee on
Public Works, with respect to these
reclamation projects.

I have had a conference with the
senior Senator from New MexXico, and I
desire the REcorp to show that I under-
stand the understanding between the
Public Works Committee and the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
to be that although the bill as reported
does not contain any provision at all
with respect to these reclamation au-
thorizations, the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs is recognized as hav-
ing the right to offer, as necessary, as
part of the report and as a committee
amendment, provisions dealing with that
authorization. The reason for that, of
course, is that the development of the
Columbia River Basin is a joint opera-
tion by the Army engineers and the
Bureau of Reclamation. The report by
the Committee on Public Works is, as I
understand, not to be considered as ex-
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cluding the consideration of reclamation
authorizations.

I am announcing to members of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs that this matter will be laid before
the committee at its regular session on
Monday next, when the committee, if it
so desires, may take action with respect
to the reclamation authorization.

I ask the Senator from New Mexico
whether I have correctly stated the
understanding.

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct. The
Senator from Wpyoming has correctly
stated the understanding.

. Mr. President, the Committee on Pub-
lic Works of the Senate wanted to in-
clude the items of the Reclamation Serv-
ice, but it happened that one member of
the committee also belonged to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,
and he had some doubt whether the lat-
ter committee would be willing; so, if
they do not mind, it is all right with us.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It is all right, also,’
with us. ;

Mr. MALONE., Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, do I correctly under-"
stand that the preview pertains only to
the Columbia River Basin?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct.

Mr. MAGNUSON. It pertains only to
reclamation.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. And it pertains
only to reclamation. I thank the Sen-
ator from Washington.

NOMINATION OF LELAND OLDS

~Mr. BYRD., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for an insertion in the
RECORD? |

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. BYRD. I do not want to take up
the time of the Senate to read a state-
ment, but I ask unanimous consent to
insert in the body of the REcorD a state-
ment prepared by the Senator from Vir-
ginia with respect to telegrams which
have been sent broadcast over the coun-
try by Mr. William A. Boyle, Jr., chair-
man of the Democratic National Com-
mittee, respecting the nomination of Mr.
Leland Olds. I do it, Mr. President, to
express my indignation that there should
be attempted a coercion of Members of
the Senate through political channels.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

Mr. President, I desire to read to the Sen-
ate a telegram sent by Mr. William A. Boyle,
Jr., chairman of the Democratic National
Committee, to the Honorable G. Fred Switzer,
Democratic national committeeman from the
State of Virginia:

WASHINGTON, D, C., October 5.
Hon. G. FRED SWITZER,
Democratic National Committeeman,
Harrisonburg, Va.:

The effort to block confirmation of Leland
Olds to the Federal Power Commission is a
straight issue of democratic action to pro-
tect the American people against the mo-
nopoly-seeking power lobby which wants Olds
kept off the Commission because he worked in
the public interest during the two terms he .
has already served on the Commission. Fed-
eral Power Commissioner Olds has stood for
what the Democratic Party has stood—the
best interests of the general public in the
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public utility fleld. Defeat of his nomina-
tion would be a defeat for the millions of
Americans who are entitled to failr power
rates and a victory for the power lobbyists
and the Republican Party.

The President has made his views clear
to the Congress. He has pointed out that
there is only one real issue: How Olds has
performed his duty as a public official. The
President said Olds “has labored diligently”
in the service of all the people and has ear-
nestly sought to prosect the public against
the narrow interests of special groups.” Some
Democrats have joined with Republicans in
opposition to Olds. We must convince them
that rank-and-file Democrats support the
President, support Olds. I am asking every
member of the Democratic National Commit-
tee and every State official of the Democratic
Party to make it his personal responsibility
to see that the Senators from his State are
aware that the people want Olds confirmed
and that their Benators’ votes reflect this de-
sire,

Every resource of the Democratic National
Committee headquarters has been turned to
this goal at a special staff meeting held this
morning, and I have personally discussed
with Senate leaders the importance of this
issue to the future of the Democratic Party.
The issue is clear-cut. Let us resolve it into
a victory for democratic liberalism.

Wirriam M. BoyLrE, Jr.,
Chairman, Democratic National Committee.

I am shocked that the President of the
United States would attempt to coerce the
Members of the United States Senate in the
exercise of their function in the confirmation
of an appointment. The right of the Senate
to confirm appointments made by the Presi-
dent is one of the checks and balances of our
constitutional democracy. The Senate acts
as a jury to determine whether an appoint-
ment made by the President of the United
States is in the public interest. Each Sena-
tor should make this decision without out-
side dictation or attempted coercion or high-
powered political pressure.

Mr. Boyle says that every resource of the
Democratic National Committee is now being
put in operation in order to induce the Sen-
ate to confirm Mr. Olds. In the 16 years I
have been in the Senate I do not think I
have ever seen a more deliberate effort to
threaten and coerce the Members of the Sen-
ate than that contained in this telegram
from Chairman Boyle.

At this time I will not go into the merits
of the nomination, but I want to express my
strong condemnation of such methods. By
implication, at least, Chairman Boyle threat-
ens every Member of the United States Senate
with the loss of patronage if the orders given
in this telegram are not obeyed. This is true
because many, if not most, of thé Federal ap-
pointments made are routed through the
Demoecratic National Committee. It should
be clearly understood that the very astound-
ing action of Chairman Boyle was taken at
the direct command of President Truman.

In justification of this effort to apply po-
litizal pressure on the Senate Mr. Truman
sald he remembered distinctly when James
A. Farley, as Democratic national chairman,
in 1937 had “put the heat” on him when he
was in the Senate. I, of course, do not know
whether Mr. Farley, as chairman of the Dem-
ccratic National Committee, put the heat on
Mr. Truman, but will, of course, accept the
President's statement that he did. I will say
that Mr. Farley never attempted to put the
heat on me during his incumbency as chair-
man of the Democratic National Committee.
Even should he have done so in the case of
Mr. Truman, it certainly does not make such
a procedure a proper one on the part of the
chairman of the Democratic National Com-
mittee,

The independence of the United States Sen-
ate will largely determine whether we are to
maintain our form of government, and Mr,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Truman appears to belleve that the United
BStates Senate should be an adjunct of his
own office, whereby he can issue orders as he
pleases and go to the preposterous extent of
high-pressuring Senators by the implication,
if not by direct action, of depriving Senators
of his own party of political patronage unless
they obey his instructions. In my opinion,
this is a perverse interpretation of the form
of government under which we live.

When the nomination of Mr, Leland Olds
to be a member of the Federal Power Com-
mission is submitted to the Senate I hope
and believe each Senator will vote in accord-
ance with the dictates of his own consclence
without intimidation by threats of coercion
through patronage denial, or otherwise
bludgeoned into action contrary to his con-
sclentious convictions on this or any other
nomination.

Practices of this kind lead to a totalitarian
government. We have a three-branch gov-
ernment, established with checks and bal-
ances, which has given to America the great-
est form of democracy the world has ever
known, enabling us to progress to a degree
never enjoyed by any other nation. It issuch
action as this that will lead to a dictatorial
government and destroy the checks and bal-
ances that were established by those wise men
who founded our great democracy.

Mr. BYRD. Following the statement,
I should like to have inserted in the
Recorp an article published in today’s
New York Times, written by Mr. Arthur
Krock, entitled “A Rigid Definition of
Party Loyalty.”

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

A Ricip DEFINITION OF PARTY LOvALTY
(By Arthur Krock)

WasmineToN, October 6.—Section 2 (2) of
the Constitution provides that the Presi-
dent has unlimited discretion over whom
he shall “"nominate” for specified Federal
offices, but that the “consent” of the Sen-
ate is required before he can “appoint” them.
At the White House today Mr. Truman sought
to confine this right to deny “consent” to
those nominations and legislative proposals
only which a President does not certify to
be a “party matter.”

This extreme position was implicit in his
discussion at his press conference of the
strong efforts being made at his direction
by Chalrman Boyle, of the Democratic Na-
tional Committee, to assure Senate con-
firmation of Leland Olds, whom the Presi-
dent has nominated for a third term as

* Federal Power Commissioner. Mr. Boyle

telegraphed to national committee members
and to the officials of all State Democratic
committees, asking them to bring home to
their Senators that the *“people” want
Mr. Olds confirmed. The press conference
dialogue with the President follows:

“Question, Is that [the Boyle telegraphic
campalgn] a new departure in policy? 1
don't remember the national chalrman put-
ting the heat on Senators and Representa-
tives before.”

No, said the President; he remembered
very distinctly that Jim [James A.] Farley
put the heat on him. It was customary and
proper and should be done, and Bill Boyle did
it with Mr. Truman’s instructions,

“Question. Isn't the only difference that
Bill Boyle is doing it publicly and it used
to be done privately?"

The President sald it wasn't done so pri-
vately, as he remembered; It was advertised
to high heaven to get him to vote against
Pat Harrison [the late Senator from Missis-
sippi, when a candidate for Senate majority
leadership against Senator ALpeN W. BARK-
LEY, of Eentucky, now Vice President]. Mr.
Truman didn't have anything against Mr,
Bargrey, but he had promised to vote for
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Harrison, and did so. But the heat was
very well put on; that isn’t a new thing and
should be done in a country with a two-party
system of government.
m“?uastlon. Isn't that the same as lobby-
g2
HE WASN'T TOLD

The President sald not necessarily; that
you have got to have party discipline to
transact the business of Government; that
one thing reporters do which isn't right is to
point the finger of shame to anybody who is
loyal to the party. A man elected on a party
platform ought to carry it out.

“Question. Do you plan to discipline Sen-
ators who don't vote for Leland Olds?”

The President said he wouldn’t answer
that one.

“Question. Do you expect them [Senators]
to be more in line than you were in the case
of Pat Harrison?”

The President sald that was a good ques-
tion, but he was not informed that it [the
Barkley-Harrison choice] was a party mat-
ter. If he had been so informed he would
have voted for Mr. BARgLEY, But that was a
Democratic [internal] fight. It was not a
party matter at all.

That was the end of today’'s discussion,
But it will not be the end of the subject.
For Mr. Truman's position as stated is that,
when he informs Democratic Members of
Congress that any proposal of his is a party
matter, their obligation to the party, and to
the maintenance of party discipline, with-
out which the business of Government can-
not be transacted, is to agree to his proposal,
however they may differ with his interpreta-
tion of the party's pledge or his judgment of
the qualifications of a nominee. By such
flat previous pledges are canceled, as he was
ready to cancel his to Senator Harrison.

DISCIPLINE UNLIMITED

This means In effect that Members of Con-
gress elected on a party ticket should sur-
render their constitutional right to refuse
to consent to a Presidential proposal, what-
ever their judgment or prior pledges might
be, if it comes from a President of their own
party and by him is classified as a party
matter. He need only do that and resistance
of party colleagues in the Senate should end,
It clearly was with this interpretation of
party obligation in mind that Mr. Truman
wrote to the Senate subcommittee that was
considering the nomination of Mr. Olds the
letter in which he urged that the nomina-
tion be approved.

The subcommittee, however, unanimously
exercised its privilege and judgment to the
contrary, Democrats and Republicans being
as one on that. By a vote of 10 to 2 (5 Dem-
ocrats and 5 Republicans against 2 Demo-
crats) the full committee sustained the sub-
committee. After that action, it now ap-
pears, the President declded to leave no doubt
that the confirmation of Mr. Olds is a party
matter and issued his orders to Mr. Boyle on
that basis.

Should his interpretation of party obliga-
tion prevall, Mr. Truman would effect a dis-
cipline which rarely, if ever, has been at-
tained by a political leader under the two-
party system, even by Jefferson, Jackson,
and F. D. Roosevelt, who exercised great con-
trol over Congress. Mr. Truman would get
full Democratic support on anything he chose
to give the necessary label,

He has seen a dream walking, but it is only
a dream.

Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I decline to yield
further, if we are going to get into a con-
troversy over Mr. Olds. I have an
amendment pending. It is expected that
the Senate will take a recess at 6 o'clock.
I have now yielded time to every Senator
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who rose for the last 15 minutes.
is merely for a question, I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. It is purely for a
question which I decire to ask the Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl. M.
President, will the Senator yield for a
question?

Mr. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. CAPEHART. Do I correctly un-
derstand the chairman of the Demo-
cratic National Committee has some
time on the radio for talking about the
Olds nomination?

Mr. BYRD. I do not know about the
radio. The statement the Senator from
Virginia made is relative to a telegram,
or copy of a telegram, which has been
sent to Democratic officials throughout
the country, urging that they high-
pressure Members of the Senate to vote
for confirmation of the nomination of
Mr. Olds.

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, does
the Senator know that they likewise en-
gaged 15 minutes on the radio?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
decline to yield further.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator
from Washington has the floor, and de-
clines to yield further.

STABILIZATION OF PRICES OF AGRICUL-
TURAL COMMODITIES

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 5345) to amend the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1933, as
amended, and for other purposes.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for a parliamen-
tary inquiry?

Mr. MAGNUSON.
purpose.

Mr. MAYBANK. I understood we
were to recess at 6 o'clock. It was so
stated. Was there a unanimous-consent
agreement to that effect?

The VICE PRESIDENT. No order has
beéen made. It was merely an announce-
ment.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
hope I shall. not take more time than
the time remaining between now and
6 o'clock, but I am again submitting an
amendment which caused a great deal
of discussion and controversy when the
bill was before the Senate the early part
of the week. It relates to section 22 of
the present Agricultural Act of 1948. I
have somewhat changed the amendment,
to simplify it. The original amendment,
I agree, was somewhat technical and
probably could be interpreted as going
a good deal further than my present
amendment. If Senators will give me
their attention for at least 3 or 4 min-
utes, I think I can explain the amend-
ment, and why I think it should be agreed
to

If it

I yield for that

As many Senators know, particularly
those on the Committee on Agriculfure
and Forestry and those interested in
agricultural problems, the Agricultural
Act of 1948 contained a provision known
as section 22, which in effect provides
that whenever the President has reason
to believe that any article or articles are
being, or are practically certain to be,
imported into the United States under
such conditions and in such quantities
as to render or tend to render ineffective
or materially interfere with any program
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or operation undertaken under this title,
or the Soil Conservation Act, or the Do-
mestic Allotment Act, as amended, the
President shall then do certain things.
I shall not read the whole section, but
in part it provides that the President
shall make an investigation of so-called
imports or threatened imports which
might interfere with either a price-sup-
port program or an allotment program
with respect to any agricultural product
in short supply, and provision is made
for a public hearing at which all inter-
ested parties are asked to appear. If,
on the hasis of such investigation, the
President finds there is such a probable
interference, the act then gives him au-
thority to limit temporarily import fees,
up to not more than 50 percent of the
total quantity of the article or articles
being imported. In effect it is 50 per-
cent ad valorem. The act then goes on
to prescribe methods by which the
President may do this, and it says, after
he has completed the investigation, in
consultation with the Tariff Commis-
sion and with the Secretary of Agricul-
ture, any decision the President shall
make as to the facts under this section
shall be final.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am glad to yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. I merely wish to
say I do not know whether the able
Senator from Washington has noticed
on the United Press ticker today that the
State Department was announcing, at
a 5 o'clock press conference, the results
of the Annecy trade agreements. I ask
that the announcement be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the an-
nouncement was ordered to be printed in
the REcorb, as follows:

:The State Department announced that
there will be available at its press room, room
2110, State Department, at 5 p. m., a brief,
general release on the result of the Annecy,
France, trade conference.

The release is for publication at 7:30 p. m,,
eastern standard time, Sunday, October 9.

John Evans, Chief of the International
Resources Division of the State Department
and a member of the United States delegation
at Annecy; Walter Hollls, also a member of
the delegation; and W. T. M. Beale, Assoclate
Chief of the Commercial Policy Division, will
be present to provide background informa=-
tion.

The Department hopes to be able to pro-
vide detailed information on tariff rates and
products affected on Monday.

Mr. ENOWLAITD. I also ask that an-
other ticker item regarding a release or
statement by the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HAYypEN] may be printed in the
Recorp at this point in my remarks.

There being no objection, the item was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

Senator Carn Haypewn, Democrat, of Ari-
zgona, expressed concern to President Truman
over a possible tariff change under the re-
ciprocal trade law which would affect Ari-
gona lemons.

HaypEN told reporters he fears a tariff re-
duction now under discussion would allow
the entry of lemons from southern Europe
which would come at a time when there is a
surplus for American markets of United
States lemons.
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Mr. KNOWLAND. I merely say tothe
Senator from Washington I expect to
vote for his amendment, but it rather re-
minds me of a situation wherein certain
parts of American agriculture have had
their jugular vein cut, and now the Sen-
ator is trying to apply a band-aid to re-
pair the damacge.

Mr. MAGNUSON. That may or may
not be true, but surely certain segments
of American agriculture have been so
seriously threatened as to justify some
action being taken under the authority
given the President.

To continue, Mr. President, section 22
of the Agricultural Act provides that no
proclamation under the section shall be
enforced in contravention of any treaty
or other international agreement to
which the United States is or hereafter
becomes a party.

Such a Presidential proclamation
might relate to Arizona lemons or any-
thing else.

All my amendment does, Mr. President,
is to change that language to read:

No international agreement hereafter shall
be entered into by the United States, re-
newed, or extended, beyond its permissive
termination date in contravention of this
section.

In other words, we have said in the
Agricultural Act that there should be a
medium of protection for agricultural
products which either come under an al-
lotment plan or a price-support plan or
both, because they are in a different posi-
tion than are ordinary commodities.
That is put into a congressional mandate,
and the section goes on to provide that
no action shall be taken if it is in contra-
vention of the treaty.

Paragraph (f), in effect, nullifies sec-
tion 22.

It is my considered opinion that either
we should repeal section 22 or adopt the
amendment, which would provide, in ef-
fect, that no treaty shall be entered into
in contravention of the law of the land,
which says that the President, in certain
emergency situations, can do certain
things. His authority is somewhat lim-
ited, but in many cases immediate ac-
tion is required. It is not in contraven-
tion of trade agreements, not in violation
of the reciprocal trade theory, but is
only an authority vested in the President
to give temporary relief to agricultural
products which are now controlled either
by allotments, price supports, or both.
Without this authority we might have a
price-support program which would be
completely nullified by a trade agree-
ment which might have been entered into
in contravention of section 22, and the
State Department would say that the
treaty becomes the law of the land and
that the Agricultural Act would be nulli-
fied.

My amendment is very simple. Para-
graph (f), as it now reads, provides that
a treaty can be entered into in violation
of section 22, but my amendment says,
in effect, that no treaty shall be made in
the future in violation of the law of the
land.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Washington [(Mr,
MAGNUSON],
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Mr. WHERRY and other Senators
asked for the yeas and nays.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, we
debated this amendment on last Tues-
day at great length. The amendment
was defeated by a vote of 35 to 37. The
amendment, if it means anything at all,
means exactly and precisely what the
other amendment meant. It is simply a
rephrasing in a way which makes it ex-
tremely difficult to put one’s finger on
exactly what it does mean. If it has any
objective, it is to reserve the uncondi-
tional right to impose a quota or to
change the fees—the Senator calls them
fees rather than tariffs—at any time.

I confess that it is extremely difficult
to understand the language of the
amendment, but when we examine the
language of section 22 we find it simply
means that if, after the President has
requested the Tariff Commission to find
whether any damage is being done, and
he accepts the finding, he can either
raise the tariff up to 50 percent ad
valorem, or he can impose quotas. I
think the practical effect would be that
we could not make any further recipro-
cal trade agreements.

If we are against the reciprocal trade
program, we should vote for this amend-
ment. If we are in favor of the peril-
point amendment on which we voted a
few days ago, we should be for this
amendment. That was very clearly

brought out in the discussion a few days -

ago. The Senator from Indiana [Mr.
CarEHART] and other Senators recognized
that fact particularly, and so stated, and
we had a clear-cut vote on the issue.
Now the Senator from Washington
brings back the amendment in a more
or less disguised form. If it means any-
thing at all, as I say, it means the same
thing as did the previous amendment.
It would require the termination of any
agreement which is in contravention of
section 22. What “contravention of
section 22" means is not entirely clear.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for a ques-
tion.

Mr. MAGNUSON. This amendment
has nothing to do with present agree-
ments. If the Senator will read it he
will find that it says “any agreement
hereafter made.” .

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator knows
that all those agreements terminate from
time to time. I think the general agree-
ment expires next year or the following
yvear and will have to be renegotiated and
extended. It is a question of a very short
time until all of them periodically fall
due, so to speak. They are not of a per-
manent nature. They have to be ex-
tended. Six months’ notice of an inten-
tion not to extend is required, but there
are extensions in practically every case.

Mr. CHAVEZ., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

o Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for a ques-
on.

Mr. CHAVEZ. There was before the
Committee on Finance yesterday Senate
bill 501, which is more or less identical
with the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Washington. There is no par-
ticular reason, when we are considering
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a particular piece of legislation, why it
should not be considered in the proper
way. Senate bill 501 has for its pur-
pose getting away from what we have
done, along the lines submitted in the
amendment, in connection with a sugar
bill; in other words, trying to force, by
legislative action, morals in connection
with a sugar bill. The bill was reported
yesterday by the Committee on Finance,
of which the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
GeorGe], is the chairman. It seems to
me the Senator from Arkansas is on the
right ground, irrespective of the merits
that might be involved in the amendment
offered by the Senator from Washing-
ton. But it does not belong in this bill.
It might belong somewhere else, but not
in this bill. !

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I will say to the
Senator that in the discussion on Tues-
day one of the principal points I made
was that even though I might misunder-
stand the implications of it, it should
not be brought in and fastened more or
less casually to this bill without having
gone to the Committee on Finance and
having received a complete study. That
is my principal objection to it.

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator is cor-

-rect. Two years ago the Committee on

Finance reported a bill having to do with
sugar, and section 202 (e) got into the
bill, which had nothing to do with either
cane sugar or beet sugar, It had to do,
more or less, with what the Senator from
Washington now has in mind—to “make
them be good.”

I hope the argument being made by
the Senator from Arkansas will prevail.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thank the Sena-
tor.

Mr. GEORGE., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the senior
Senator from Georgia.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I merely:
wish to call attention to the fact that this
amendment provides that “no interna-
tional agreement hereafter shall be en-
tered into by the United States or re-
newed or extended or allowed to extend
beyond its permissive termination date
in contravention of this section”—a sec-
tion which was inserted as an appropri-
ate remedy in the hands of the President
of the United States. This whole effort
is to apply section 22 as against our-
selves when we, through farm legislation,
undertake to support prices or fix quotas.

I call attention to the fact also that
this provision, if inserted in the bill,
would require the renegotiation of the
quota provisions of the general GATT,
as it is called.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Geneva agree-
ment.

Mr. GEORGE. The general trade
agreement entered into at Geneva. I
also call attention to the fact that nearly
all our trade agreements have either ex-
pired or could now be terminated, so
that practically this amendment calls for
a complete renegotiation of all the exist-
ing trade agreements.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. Even if there is
some question about our interpretation
of the amendment because it is general
language, it certainly should be consid-
ered most seriously by the Senator’s
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Committee on Finance before it is
adopted by the Senate. I think that is
obvious.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wonder if the
Senator would permit me to ask the Sen-
ator from Georgia a question?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator's
statement may or may not be accurate,
but I will ask the Senator if he thinks
we should adopt section 22 and have a
provision in it which says that we can
make a treaty in violation of it.

Mr. GEORGE. That section was in-
tended to protect us against adverse
action of another country. Here we are
undertaking to write our own laws, and
the Senator undertakes to apply section
22-to action taken by ourselves. It could
be done.

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is the law.

Mr. GEORGE. 1t is the law. We
could now invoke it, and it has been
invoked by the President against other
countries which imposed unfair quotas
or restrictions on our products.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Should we not re-
peal section 22? If we allow the State
Department to make treaties in contra-
vention of section 22, what is the sense
of having it?

Mr. GEORGE.” I do not think we
should repeal section 22, because it is a
protective measure against adverse ac-
tions of hostile foreign countries.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Taking into con-
sideration the escape clauses which are
contained in all the treaties now being
negotiated, and those negotiated in the
recent past, and the clause which pro-
vides that when any of our products are
under acreage control we have a right
to impose quota restrictions on imports,
between those two, does not the dis-
tinguished Senator from Georgia think
that there is an added protection in the
situation which the Senator from Wash-
ington is seeking to reach?

Mr. GEORGE. I might say I do think
that, but at the same time I recognize
the validity and effectiveness of the es-
cape clause as a highly controversial
question and issue, which I do not be-
lieve is necessarily properly involved in
connection with what we are discussing.
I think undoubtedly we made a strong
fight at Geneva to preserve the right to
impose quotas, under certain conditions,
and now to require us to renegotiate that
agreement would probably be tanta-
mount to the abandonment of most of
that general agreement.

Mr. EEFAUVER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Arkansas yield to me?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does not the Sen-
ator feel that if this amendment should
be agreed to it would be very difficult
to renegotiate or extend many of the
trade agreements we now have in effect?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I certainly do. I
think it would be extremely difficult,
Just as difficult as it would have been if
we had adopted the amendment pro-
posed a few days ago, and that was my
principal point.

Mr. EEFAUVER. I believe the Sena-
tor from Washington says this amend-
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ment means substantially the same
thing as the one he offered the other
day, which was voted down by the
Senate.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is correct.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President,
there is a great deal of difference.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The Senator said
the ambiguity was taken out.

Mr. MAGNUSON, I did not interpret
the amendment the other day to mean it
would affect any trade agreement now in
existence, I intended it to refer to any
agreement entered into in the future.
All the pending amendment tends to do
is to say that we shall not enter into any
agreement with any other country in
contravention of the law of the land, and
section 22 is the law of the land. That
is all it says. If the Senator from Ar-
kansas is going to suggest that we write
sections in agricultural laws such as sec-
tion 22, and in the same breath say they
do not mean anything, and that we can
negotiate with another country in con-
travention of the law of the land, I think
we should either repeal one declaration
or repeal the other.

Mr. FULBRIGHT, The Senator from
Georgia made very clear the usefulness
and intention of that section, and it is
not at all in accordance with what the
Senator from Washington has said.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think it is impos-
sible for any nation with whom we are
negotiating to know with any degree of
certainty what kind of a trade they
would be getting in connection with agri-
culture, because conditions might arise
which would make itanandatory for the
President to put on some kind of limita-
tions or fees.

Mr. MAGNUSON. They know that
when the agreement is negotiated. It is
a part of the agreement.

Mr, FULBRIGHT. When we look at
the language of section 22, whose opera-
tion is merely on contingency, then when
we consider what would be the position
of our Government negotiating an agree-
ment, realizing they could not possibly
foresee whether or not a contingency
were going to arise, it comes to exactly
the same thing as that embodied in the
other amendment of the Senator from
Washington, it is keeping from ourselves
the unconditional right of voting uni-
laterally any quota we desire.

Mr. EEFAUVER. In view of the fact
that the Committee on Finance has had
very extended hearings over a period of
15 or 16 years on this subject, and in
view of the fact that the ramifications
of what might happen are so uncertain
and perhaps drastic, does not the Sena-
tor feel that we should have extended
hearings on this matter before anything
is done?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That was the prin-
cipal argument I made the other day,
that it would seem to me a very rash and

a very unwarranted thing for us to pass,

upon this kind of an amendment under
the circumstances which exist at the
present time. We are approaching the
end of the pending bill, we voted on the
subject once, and many Senators, I
know, feel that it was disposed of. Its
implications, I am frank to say, are nct

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

entirely clear. Right at this time the
Senator from Washington says it does
not mean what I say t means, and what
the Senator from Georgia declares it to
mean. That alone should be sufficient
to justify our deciding that it should go
to a committee, perhaps be submitted
to the Committee on Finance, and if it
has merit—and I do not say that it has
not—it ought to be brought forward in
the regular way, because essentially it
is a matter which has an impact upon
our foreign-trade program, a program
in which the agriculture of this country
has a very great interest. We cannot
brush it aside as something that is in-
volved in section 22, It goes far beyond
what was contemplated in section 22,

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for another
question, but I do not want to drag the
debate out long. -

Mr. MAGNUSCN. The Senator ques-
tions the propriety of the amendment
going on the pending bill.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Not having been
considered by the committee, I think
the Senator stated the other day that
this amendment was brought in after the
bill came to the floor, and was not con-
sidered by the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry.

Mr. MAGNUSON. This matter was
considered by the committee, because
section (f) as it now reads necessarily
required consideration.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No; I mean the
Senator’s amendment was not con-
sidered.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I ask the Senator
whether or not he believes that under the
Senate rules, if we amend an agricul-
tural bill by inserting a section which
states one thing, and we amend it the
other way, it can properly be referred to
the Finance Committee. This is an agri-
cultural bill. What I am amending is in
that bill.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator knows
very well that the objection is to the
effect of it upon our reciprocal trade pro-
gram, which we recently passed in the
Senate after a very severe fight.

Mr. President, I asked for a memoran-
dum from Mr. Winthrop Brown, of the
State Department, who is the man in
charge of the negotiation of trade
treaties, because I was puzzled by this
rephrasing. The language is very ob-
scure as to its meaning. I wish to read
the memorandum presenting the view
of Mr. Brown as to the effect of the
language:

It would require the termination of any
agreement that was in contravention of sec-
tion 22. What “in contravention of' means
is not entirely clear when one reads the
broad and varied language of section 22 with
all the findings in its provislon and the
proviso which it contains, but the amend-
ment could, and is undoubtedly intended to
mean, that any agreement which in any way
limited the absolute right under section 22
to impose quotas would be “in contravention
of,” the section. If so, it is subject to the
same objections as the previous amendment
and would require renegotiations and pos-
sible loss of the general agreement on tariffs
and trade.
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That is the general agreement referred
to by the Senator from Georgia. Mr.
Brown continued:

It would be a major tragedy and major
blow to our foreign policy to lose the general
agreement. This represents years of in-
ternational negotiations. It is the most im-
portant step ever taken toward world tariff
reductions. Its provisions allow extensive
and fair use of section 22. To break this
agreement down by United States action
would be a rude blow to United States pres-
tige and disheartening to all who are looking
to the United States for leadership.

That is the end of the memorandum.

He certainly thinks it is a very con-
siderable change in our policy in this
field. I think the least one can admit is
that it has possibilities of a complete re-
versal of what we did a few weeks ago in
adopting and extending the reciprocal
trade program. If we want to do it, it
may be all right, but it certainly should
not be done without hearings in the com-
mittee, and a report made by the com-
mittee. To do it on the floor would in
my opinion be a very serious mistake.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, any
attempt on the part of the State Depart-
ment or anybody else to say that this
amendment is confusing would make it
appear that someone cannot read Eng-
lish. All the amendment provides is that
the State Department shall not in the
future enter into an agreement in con-
travention of the existing law of the
land. If there is anything wrong with
that, then we had better quit writing
laws. If the State Department is still
in the twilight zone—as it is most of the
time—about many of these things, then
those in the Department cannot read the
English language.

The amendment has nothing whatso-
ever to do with reciprocal trade agree-
ments which exist. Either the farmers
and the agricultural interests of the
country are entitled to the protection
of section 22, not only in the law of the
land but in treaties that are going to be
entered into in the future, or they are
not. Either repeal section 22 or say to
the State Department, “When you are
making treaties you have to pay atten-
tion to the law of the land.” If there is
anything that can be more simple than
that I do not know what it is. But I
think it is hard for the State Depart-
ment to understand simple things.
Things have to be made complicated for
them to understand them.

I yield the floor. I simply wanted to
leave that thought with the Senate until
Monday.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, it was
announced earlier in the day that the
Senate would recess by 6 o’clock. I be-
lieve the Senator from Oklahoma desires
to offer an amendment, and after he has
offered his amendment, I shall move that
the Senate take a recess until 12 o'clock
noon on Monday.

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I offer an amendment, which
I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the REcorp, to be printed, and to
lie on the table.

There being no objection, the amend-
ment was received, ordered to lie on the
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table, and to be printed in the REcORD,
as follows:

On page 26, at the end of line 5, strike out
the period, insert a semicolon and the follow-
ing: “Provided, That the Secretary of Agri-
culture is authorized within his discretion
to make available, under rules and regula-
tions to be made and announced, any of such
surplus commodities to the Cooperative for
American Remittances to Europe, Inc.
(CARE), for relief in Europe and Asia: And
provided further, That upon application of
the Munitions Board or any other Federal
agency for any part of the accumulated
supplies on hand at any time for use in mak-
ing payment for commodities not produced
in the United States the Secretary of Agricul-
ture may approve such application or ap-
plications and thereafter make such com-
modities available on such terms, rules, and
regulations as may be deemed in the public
interest.”

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr,
President, I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the ReEcorp at this point
a letter received by me today from the
Secretary of Agriculture.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, October 7, 1949,
Hon. ELMER THOMAS,
Chairman, Senate Commitiee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

Dear SENaTOR THOMAS: From a study of
the ConcreEssioNaL Recorp of the Senate
proceedings these past few days with re-
spect to agricultural legislation, I have the
reaction that there are several areas of mis-
understanding, the clarification of which
might be helpful to further deliberations.

One of these involves the term “flexibility”
as applied to price-support programs. As
this term was originally used in this con-
nection, it clearly referred to latitude or
elasticity In the means, methods, or devices
for providing price support to protect farm
income and for assisting farmers to make
necessary adjustments in production.

Nevertheless, “flexibility” has been used
during the recent debate to apply almost ex-
clusively to several tables which vary the
support price of commodities in relation-
ship to the volume of their production. The
tables In title IT of the act of 1948 indicate
that the price of basic commodities and some
others should be allowed to fall as low as 60
percent of parity as the volume of supply of
that commodity increased. The tables in
5. 2522, now before the Senate, contract
the range of price fluctuation in relation-
ship to volume by raising the lower level to
75 percent of parity for approximately the
same commodities. '

This sliding seale of price support, tied
exclusively to volume of production, appears
now to be held out as the sole meaning of
“flexibility” and as an effective device for ald-
ing farmers to make the necessary produc-
tion adjustments.

I respectfully point out that this is a nar-
row and misleading definition and use of the
term “flexibility.” In fact, in these tables of
price-volume relationship there is a very high
degree of rigidity.

The Department of Agriculture has many
times indicated its understanding of the
comprehensive meaning of the term “flexi-
bility.” For example, in testifying before a
congressional committee in 1944, the then
Becretary of Agriculture, Claude R, Wickard,
stated the need for administrative flexibility
in carrying out price-support commitments.

In 1945 the then Secretary of Agriculture,
CrmnTon P, ANDERsON, stated the need for
flexibility in a broad, comprehensive sense.
The following is an example:
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*“Price-support programs must be carried
out in full. They must be regarded as the
pledge of a firm commitment on the part
of the Government. The important thing
is that they be carried out. The thing to do
is to maintain the level of prices the Gov-
ernment has pledged. The manner of doing
s0 should be fiexible so long as the promise
is fulfilled.”

A further example comes from the files of
19468 when Secretary ANDERSON stated:

“The Government is going to make good
on its price-support commitments to farm=-
ers. But there are dangers that we may
as well recognize, Inflexible price supports
may tend to hold agriculture to its wartime
pattern of production instead of encour-
aging it to make the necessary shifts to fit
& peacetime-demand pattern. Just for ex-
ample it looks as if support prices for eggs
will encourage farmers to produce more eggs
than the market requires. On the other
hand, support prices of 90 percent of parity
on dairy products would not bring anywhere
near the required volume. In fact, demand
for dairy products is far from satisfied now

with prices far above the support level and -

with subsidies still being paid. We need
to combine with the parity concept a more
flexible means of carrying out our price-sup-
port commitments if we are to avoid the
creation of surpluses and deflcits, side by
side, and if we are to keep ourselves in
position to trade with the rest of world.”

In 1947, Carl C. Farrington, who was then
Assistant Administrator of the Production
and Marketing Administration, in testifying
for the Department also indicated a broad
conception of the term “flexibility”:

“First, a high degree of flexibility, both as
to support levels and methaods is essential in
view of differences between commodities and
constantly changing conditions that cannot
be foreseen.”

I have consistently used the term “flexible”
in the broad sense which I have always
understood it to have. I stated, for example:

“Leglslation that was encouraged before
the war was modified and made fiexible
enough during the war to obtain from the
land the products we needed for the war.

“Legislation must be flexible enough to
guard against not only a violent drop in
prices but be geared to our improved farm
economy. It must meet the impact of shifts
in our export and domestic demands and
stand ready to aid in bringing about needed
adjustments In production, distribution, and
consumption.”

All this clearly indicates that the Depart-
ment has long been using the term “flexi-
bility"” in the broad connotation of latitude
and breadth of range in the methods, means,
and devices for assisting farmers to deal with
their production problems; not by price
alone but by a number of administrative
devices.

I am very much afraid that the misuse of
this term has already led and may continue
to lead to some erronecus conclusions,
Therefore, I take the lberty of refreshing
your memory as to the position the Depart-
ment has taken with respect to this general
subject,

The various sliding-scale tables to which
the definition of flexibility is now being con-
fined are based upon the theory that volume
of production of agricultural commodities
may be controlled and decreases achieved by
reduction in price. I most respectfully point
out that this is entirely wrong. The history
of agriculture gives no one the right to be-
lieve that general decreases in price effect a
general decrease of agricultural production.

I call your attention to the fact that the
United States farm price of wheat dropped
from $1.04 in 1929 to 38 cents per bushel in
1932; the acreage in 1930 was 67,600,000 acres
while the acreage in 1933 was 69,000,000.
From 1929 to 1932 prices for potatoes fell
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from $1.32 to 38 cents per bushel, while acre-
age rose from 3,100,000 to 3,500,000 acres.
You will find about the same things for
other crops and also that farmers change
their total acreage of crops even less than
they change the acreage of individual crops
in response to price declines.

And if prices are an unreliable mechanism
for adjusting acreage, we all know that they
are a far less reliable mechanism for adjust-
ing production. The reason for this is, of
course, simple. Farmers must use their re-
sources as best they can, and natural eco-
nomic forces push them to maintain full
production, As a final example, take flax-
seed. Well In advance of the planting sea-
son we reduced the support price to about
#4 per bushel, compared with §6 the preced-
ing year. We had 4,700,000 acres for harvest
in 1948; we have 4,700,000 acres for 1949.

I believe it must be sald that only when
prices of agricultural commodities have
fallen so low and stayed down so long as to
practically break American farmers or cause
them to deplete the productivity of their
lands, does a reduction in price actually re-
sult in substantially reduced volume of
production.

Another area of misunderstanding that I
would like to clarify concerns & statement by
me which was read into the record during
the debate on 8. 2522. My opinion was
sought as to the effect of continuing 80-per-
cent price supports without doing anything
else. My answer was as follows:

“If they do, all I can say is that the year
after this we will have an awfully drastic
program of some kind. We will have powers
vested ln the Secretary of Agriculture, who-
ever he may be, that go way beyond any-
thing used so far. Another year of big pro-
duction, with the present program continued,
would show s0 much money involved In
farm programs that I do not think any tax-
payer could stand it."™

The quotation is correct, but 1t appears to
have been used for the purpose of creating
the impression that I oppose falr and ade-
quate levels of price support, even though
quotas and allotments are available to the
producers and used by them to bring supply
in line with demand.

This conclusion is not warranted and does
not reflect my views. The question answered
by the above was raised in connection with
continuation of 80 percent of parity price
supports for all of the basic and Steagall
commeodities then proposed to be continued
by the so-called Gore bill. The commodities
included in the Gore bill, in addition to the
basics, are milk, flaxseed, soybeans, eggs, po-
tatoes, hogs, chickens, turkeys, and several
other perishable commodities. The Gore
bill, like the legislation now in force, provides
no means or instruments to farmers with
which they can bring their production of
other than the basics in line with demand.
Therefore, I pointed out that without doing
anything else, such as providing authority
for allotments or quotas, or a device for
moving large volumes of food, the Govern-
ment would be faced with the possibility of
taking over huge unmanageable stocks of
perishable commodities, with the result that
the cost of our price-support programs and
the amounts of money involved in price-
support operations could be excessively high.

I should also like to point out that the
difference between the amount of funds re-
quired to support the price of a given com-
modity at 90 percent of parity and at 75
percent of parity is reasonably small in terms
of the over-all costs or funds involved in the
price-support operation, and especially so
when benefits or returns to farmers are also
considered.

For example, had the wheat support price
been set at 75 percent of parity it seems rea-
sonable to assume that, in view of the early
crop prospects and the way the economic
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situation developed, wheat farmers would
have received only the loan level (75 percent
of parity instead of 90 percent) for most of
their crop. A difference of 15 percent of
the parity price for wheat at the time the
loan was established would have amounted
to 33 cents a bushel—a discount that might
well have been applied to almost all commer=
cial sales from this year’s estimated wheat
harvest of 1,129,000,000 bushels. Actually,
however, it appears that domestic and for-
eign demand for wheat at current prices
would just about account for this year's en-
tire harvest, so that the net cost of the 90-
percent support price to Commodity Credit
Corporation, when the season’s account is
settled, would not amount to much more
than the clerical and administrative costs
of making loans available. The only other
costs of any size would be those of imple-
mentiag the International Wheat Agreement,
The main result of a lower support price for
wheat this year would probably have been
simply a smaller return for wheat farmers.

This brings up one important fact: In
considering the costs, we should very clearly
understand the difference between the vol-
ume of credits which the Commodity Credit
Corporation may have to extend at some time
during the crop season and the eventual
actual cost or loss to the CCC.

In closing, let me take this occasion to
point out once more that the question of
level of support for basic, storable commodi-
ties is a very small part of the entire farm
price and income problem. The major part
of the current problem, in my opinion, is the
provision of adegquate support for the prin-
cipal sources of farm income—namely, meat
animals, milk, poultry, eggs, and some fruits
and vegetables—and how to deal with the
surpluses that are daily accumulating. I
hope that when it is decided whether the
legal minimum for basic commodities is to
be 75 or 90 percent of parity, these larger
questions may also be settled.

I again wish to assure you and the Con=-
gress that whatever the form of the legis-
lation finally provided we in the Department
of Agriculture will do our best to make it
work successfully,

Sincerely,
CHARLES F. BRANNAN,
Secretary.

Mr. HUNT, Mr. President, I submit
an amendment which I ask to have
printed and lie on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be received, printed, and lie
on the table.

MUZZLING OF NEWS CORRESPONDENTS
AT SHANGHAI

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have inserted
in the body of the REcorp as a part of
my remarks the text of the State De-
partment’s note criticizing the Chinese
Communists for muzzling news corre=
spondents at Shanghai.

There being no objection, the note was
ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, as
follows:

The Department has been informed that
the Allens' Affairs Bureau has handed for-
eign press correspondents in Shanghal the
following order of the Shanghal Military
Control Commission, date October 6:

“Effective from the date of issue of this
order, all correspondents in Shanghal, irre-
spective of whether they are Chinese or for-
eign, for foreign newspapers and periodicals,
news agencies and broadcasting agencies,
whose country has not established diplo-
matic relations with the Chinese People's
Republic, are to cease acting in thelr capacity
as press men, including the filing of press
telegrams and radiomyzms.”
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The effect of this order is to blot cut com=-
pletely objective reporting of developments
in the Communist-occupied territory of
China, The order is not based on military
security or censorship, but soclely on the
ground of nonrecognition of the newly an-
nenced Communist regime.

It is evident that this order constitutes
a crude effort on the part of the Chinese
Communists to force recognition of their
nowly established regime by those countries
which continue to have, on the basis of the
record of the Chinese Communists to date,
wholly justifiable doubts regarding the re-
sponsible nature of the regime according to
generally accepted international standards.

Further examples of the flagrant disregard
of these standards have been the confinement
of members of the staff of the United States
consulate general at Mukden to their com-
pcunds for almost a year; denial of facilities
for the withdrawal of the personnel of the
consulate in contravention of assurances
given as long ago as June 21 that they would
be made available; and assent in if not in-
stigation by Communist authorities at
Bhanghal of mob action against American
businessmen in that city.

Far from constituting pressure toward
recognition, such act contravening recog-
nized standards of conduct merely reflect dis-
creditably upon the character of the Chinese
Communist regime.

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, was it
the intention to recess before a vote is
taken on the amendment offered by the
Senator from Washington [Mr. Mag-
NUsON]?

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, several
Senators have informed me they desire
to address themselves to the amendment,
They came to me from both sides of the
aisle from a quarter of 6 on, and I told
them that if we could not secure a vote
by 6 o’clock it was the intention to recess
until Monday.

I move that the Senate take a recess
until 12 o’clock noon on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 16 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until Monday, October 10,
1949, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received Octo-
ber 7 (legislative day of September 3),
1949:

DIRECTOR OF FOREIGN MILITARY ASSISTANCE

James Bruce, of Maryland, to be Director
of Forelgn Military Assistance.

SENATE

Monpay, OcroBer 10, 1949

(Legislative day of Saturday, September
3, 1949)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal God, we thank Thee that Thou
hast set eternity in our hearts. An
empty seat in this Chamber speaks to
us this morning of the solemn truth
that in the midst of life we are in death.
Our hearts are saddened by the sudden
passing of a highly trusted and respected
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colleague and of a great-souled public
servant. Upon his dear ones we pray
for the consolations of Thy sustaining
grace.
“A friend has passed
Across the bay
So wide and vast,
And put away
The mortal form
That held his breath;
But through the storm
That men call death,
Erect and straight,
Unstained by years,
At heaven's gate
A man appears.”

Keeping to the end of our brief day the
unbroken vigil of the inner light, enable
us to fill swift hours with worthy deeds,
to bear the fret of care, the sting of
criticism, the drudgery of unapplauded
toil; and then when cur hour of depart-
ing comes, to leave the world the better
for our sojourn in it. Amen.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILL SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the Speaker
had afiixed his signature to the enrolled
bill (H. R. 3838) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950,
and for other purposes, and it was
signed by the Vice President.

DEATH OF SENATOR MILLER, OF IDAHO

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, since
last we met in this hallowed Chamber,
my colleague, Senator MILLER, has found
surcease from a long and painful struggle
against a combination of mortal ills
which finally caused his untimely death.

His spirit is now residing in the house
of the infinite and merciful Father, where
pain and suffering are no more.

His reward in the hereafter should be
generous, because his life on earth was
a shining example of unselfish devotion
to the welfare of his fellow men.

He served the people of his State in
many important positions over a long pe-
riod of years.

Senator MILLER had few if any real
enemies, and he enjoyed the friendship
and good will of countless thousands of
citizens of our State whom he knew per-
sonally.

In spite of the fact that he served for
several years on the supreme court of
our State, and then was elevated to the
high office of United States Senator, the
common people of Idaho continued to
call him Bert. I%is a credit to any man,
in my opinion, Mr. President, when he
so endears himself to his fellows that
they continue to affectionately call him
by his first name regardless of the high-
sounding titles he may acquire.

I know, Mr. President, that every Sen-
ator joins in the grief of Senator MiL-
LER’S host of friends, and I know that I
speak for all the people of Idaho and the
Members of this body in extending our
deepest sympathy to the grief-stricken
widow and the family of our departed
friend and colleague.

Mr. President, I submit a resolution,
which I ask to have read.
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